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Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 


(Continued) 


“The objections to the verbal inspiration of Holy Scripture do 
not manifest great ingenuity or mental acumen, but the very oppo- 
site: they serve as a shining example of how God inflicts His just 
punishment upon all critics of His Word — they lose their common 
sense and become utterly unreasonable and illogical.” (F. Pieper, 
What Is Christianity? p. 243.) Will any one, after studying the 
preceding article, still think that Dr. Pieper’s judgment is too harsh? 
If so, here is further material. The black-list enumerating the 
fatuities and puerilities, sophistries and logical absurdities, eva- 
sions and misstatements, with which the critics operate is a long 
one. We shall have to restrict ourselves to reviewing twenty-three 
additional ones, more than enough to make you subscribe to Pieper’s 
statement “None of us, even though he were a doctor in all four 
faculties, can deny the inspiration of Holy Scripture without suffer- 
ing an impairment of his natural mental powers. ... All opposition 
to the divine truth, and that includes the opposition to the satisfactio 
vicaria. and to the inspiration of Scripture (verbal inspiration), is, 
as can be clearly shown, irrational.” (Chr. Dogmatik, I, pp. 280, 614.) 

Assertion No.1: Holy Scripture was written by divine inspira- 
tion; yet this same Holy Scripture contains many errors. The con- 
servatives among the moderns make this assertion. The liberals 
refuse to utter such nonsense. The liberals assert: The Scriptures 
are purely human writings and contain many errors. That is a 
logical assertion; the second statement does not contradict the first 
one. But the conservative critics are not employing their reason 
when they declare that all Scripture is given by inspiration of God 
and still find room in the inspired writings for a host of errors. “The 
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many explicit passages teach, if language can teach anything, that 
the Bible, ‘all Scripture,’ is the Word of God, true, trustworthy, 
and of divine authority. ... Nor has the most perverse ingenuity 
been able to show anything else, far less to favor, or leave room for, 
the direct opposite. I say the direct opposite — the logical contra- 
dictory. For when the propositions are ‘All Scripture is true and 
trustworthy’ and ‘Scripture is untrue and untrustworthy in an in- 
definite number of things,’ then the opposition is direct, the proposi- 
tions are contradictory; and therefore, according to the inexorable 
logic of the square of opposition, if the one is true, the other must 
be false.” (H. M’Intosh, Is Christ Infallible and the Bible True? 
p.596f.) If the conservatives want to be recognized as logical 
thinkers, they must openly declare, with the liberals, that 2 Tim. 
3:16 is not true and that Christ made a mistake when He asserted 
that “the Scripture cannot be broken,” John 10:35. As long as they 
remain in the half-way station, they involve themselves in hope- 
less self-contradictions. 

The Baltimore Declaration of the U.L.C.A. asserts: “We be- 
lieve that the whole body of the Scriptures is inspired by God... . 
We accept the inspiration of the Scriptures as a fact of which our 
faith in God, through Christ, assures us, and this assurance is sup- 
ported by words of Scripture in which the fact of inspiration is as- 
serted or implied, 1 Cor. 2:12; 2 Tim.3:16; 2 Pet.1:21.” (Minutes 
of the 1938 Convention, p. 474.) But that does not mean, says the 
interpreter, Dr. A. J. Traver, that the Bible does not contain errors. 
He asks: “Does not modern science contradict the Scriptures?” He 
answers: Yes, indeed; but remember: “God did not inspire the 
writers of Scripture to know all truth.... Bible writers wrote with 
the background of their age and its scientific beliefs. ... The Bible 
is not a text for biology or for chemistry.” (The Lutheran, Feb. 22 
and May 10, 1939.) Dr. Traver interpreted the Baltimore Declara- 
tion correctly, for the commission responsible for the Declaration 
“was unable to accept the statement of the Missouri Synod that the 
Scriptures are the infallible truth ‘also in those parts which treat of 
historical, geographical, and other secular matters’” (Minutes, etc., 
p. 468). A man does not have to take a course in logic to see that 
if one asserts that all Scripture is inspired, he cannot make the 
second assertion that Scripture is not reliable in all of its state- 
ments. A layman wrote a letter to The Lutheran of January 18, 
1939, and declared: “It would appear to this writer that this posi- 
tion” (the Scriptures contain some erroneous statements) “is contra- 
dicted in Section 6, where it is asserted: ‘Therefore we believe that 
the whole body of Scripture in all its parts is the Word of God.’” 
This layman is faulting his theological leaders for using inexact 
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language, for committing a logical absurdity. He knows that a false 
statement cannot be called a word of God.7*) 

If the statement “We believe that the whole body of the Scrip- 
tures in all its parts is the Word of God” means what the words im- 
ply, we have the self-contradiction just discussed. If it refers to the 
Schriftganze, the “whole of Scripture” (which we are loathe to be- 
lieve), it would be dealing with the monstrous conception — a con- 
ception which no logical mind can grasp — that the whole differs 
from its parts, that many of the parts are objectionable, but the 
“whole” is fine. 

Furthermore, those who make assertion No. 1 are not only con- 
tradicting themselves, but they are virtually making Scripture 
contradict itself. Rather, they are putting a lie into the mouth of 
Scripture. It comes to this: “Since the writers so repeatedly 
claimed inspiration, it is evident that they were either inspired or 
that they acted with fanatical presumption. We are shut up to the 
conclusion that the Bible is the Word of God or that it is a lie.” 
(L. Boettner, The Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 22.) 

Assertion No.2: “There is no assertion in Scripture that its 
writers were kept from error.” Thus the notorious Auburn Affir- 
mation. See page 263 f. above, where a number of similar assertions 
are listed. They are filling the world with the cry: “The Bible itself 
makes no claim to be infallible, save in one passage, whose meaning 
is open to dispute.” (G. A. Buttrick, president of the Federal Council 
for 1940. See Conc. THEOL. MTHLY., current volume, p. 222f.) They 
do not like the dilemma: The Bible is either inspired and infallible, 
or, setting up this claim, it is a lying book. They seek to evade it by 
asserting that the Bible makes no such claim. We cannot conceive 
how the Auburn affirmationists and their friends in other circles 
can make this assertion in the face of 2 Tim. 3:16; 2 Pet. 1:21; John 
10:35, and the great number of parallel passages. Hier steht einem 
der Verstand still. If these men said that the statements “All Scrip- 
ture is given by inspiration of God” and “The Scripture cannot be 
broken” are not true, since in fact Scripture in many places must be 
broken and stamped as false, our mind could follow their line of 


75) Further details are given in Conc. THeor. Mruiy., X, pp. 386, 
581. — Did the Omaha convention of the U. L. C. (1940) revise the illogical, 
self-contradictory Baltimore Declaration by accepting the Pittsburgh 
Agreement? Dr.H.C. Alleman fought the Pittsburgh Agreement because 
one of its authors stated that “this explanation concerning the Scripture 
goes beyond the Baltimore Declaration”; he denounced “the doctrine of 
verbal inspiration as a carry-over from the old heathen conception of 
inspiration.” (Luth. Church Quart., 1940, pp. 348, 352.) What happened 
at Omaha? A correspondent of The Lutheran, March 5, 1941, asserts: 
“There was one thing on which both the majority and the minority 
agreed: they both were certain that they were not voting for any 
changes in the positions or practices of the U.L.C. A.” 
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argument. But our logical mind refuses to function when they tell 
us that these passages are true, but do not claim divine inspiration 
and infallibility for all Scripture statements. “The Bible itself 
makes no claim to be infallible, save in one passage, whose mean- 
ing is open to dispute”? Is Dr. Buttrick referring to John 10:35? 
If Jesus wanted to claim infallibility for Scripture, could He have 
used more simple and direct language than by saying that not 
a single passage of Scripture is subject to correction? The Lutheran 
World called it “an amazing statement that the Scriptures them- 
selves teach that ‘every word’ contained in them is inspired by the 
Holy Ghost. We submit that an assertion so sweeping should have 
been backed by definite and unambiguous quotations.” (See Lehre 
und Wehre, 1904, p.39.) If any man says that the statement “All 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God” is an indefinite and am- 
biguous statement, our mind cannot follow the workings of his 
mind, and there is no use of further arguing the matter. There 
would be sense in arguing the matter with the extreme liberal who 
denies the truth of 2 Tim. 3:16; John 10:35; etc. We are ready to 
argue with Richard Rothe, who admits that the apostles certainly 
taught Verbal Inspiration but declares that “his exegetical con- 
science forbids him to be bound by the teaching of the apostles on 
this point.” (See Pieper, op. cit., p.320. Meusel, Handlezxikon, III, 
p. 459.) We might not convince him that it is wicked to refuse to 
be bound by the teaching of the apostles, but we could at least con- 
duct an intelligent conversation. But if men say that the words 
“All Scripture is given by inspiration” are ambiguous, we cannot 
any longer argue with them. 

But we can do this much: we can let them present their reasons 
for finding in 2 Tim. 3:16 and the related passages a sense different 
from what the words express. These reasons prove that their thesis 
— Scripture does not claim inspiration and infallibility for all its 
parts —is untenable. They are reasons inspired and dictated by 
despair. They say: (a) “2 Tim. 3:16 leaves open the question 
whether inspired Scripture is infallible. That it is profitable no one 
would deny.” (C.H. Dodd, The Authority of the Bible, p.15.) The 
argument seems to be: A Scripture can be inspired and still be 
either true or false; and since Paul does not qualify “inspired” by 
“true,” the question is undecided. That means that when God 
speaks through a prophet and does not expressly say that He is 
speaking the truth, we may take it or leave it. (The point that a 
false statment may be profitable, will be discussed later, as Asser- 
tion No. 7.)7© 





76) N.R. Best - the argument thus: “Paul dallied with no such 


negative and tive claims as ‘The Scriptures contain no mistakes.’ 
He struck for something far more positive and far more vital: ‘Every 
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They say: (b) that “a moment’s study of the text (2 Tim. 3:16) 
shows that the writer could have had in mind at best only the Old 
Testament.” (H.L. Willett, The Bible through the Centuries, 
p. 282.) The argument is: The verbalists cannot prove with 2 Tim. 
3:16 that “the Bible claims its own inspiration” (p. 280); all that 
they could prove from this text would be that the Bible claims the 
inspiration of the Old Testament. — We are perfectly satisfied with 
this concession. Just familiarize yourself with the idea that 
St. Paul insisted on the inspiration and absolute inerrancy of the 
Old Testament. If a man once accepts that, we’ll have no trouble 
with him as to the New Testament. We have never yet met a critic 
who attached greater importance to the Old Testament than to the 
New. So we are going to harp on 2 Tim. 3:16, force him to admit 
that according to the Bible the Old Testament is inspired, and then 
he will not balk at conceding the same to the rest of the Bible.7” 

Let us assume that 2 Tim. 3:16 has no bearing on the books of 
the New Testament.’®) We lose nothing thereby. There are many 
texts which very distinctly assert the inspiration and inerrancy of 
the books of the New Testament. 1 Cor. 2:13: the words of the 
apostle are the words of the Holy Ghost. John 8:31f.: the prin- 


Scripture inspired of God is profitable.” ... ‘No errors’—a man could 
wrestle with that proposition for a century and not prove it; every 
logician indeed would warn him beforehand that a universal negative is 
unprovable. But ‘profitable’-—that he could prove at every Christian 
hearthstone, at every Christian altar.” (Inspiration, p. 80.) Dr. Best is 
ignorant of the true situation. We do not need to prove, and we do not 
ask the apostle to prove, that no errors are contained in Holy Scripture. 
The bare statement of Scripture to that effect is sufficient. 


77) Quoting Mark 7:13, where “our Lord calls the Pentateuch ‘the 
Word of God’ in so many words,” and Matt. 5:18, R.A.Torrey remarks: 
“Now of course, these two passages refer primarily only to the Pentateuch. 
But if you can accept the Pentateuch, you will not have much trouble 
with the rest of the Bible. This is the very part of the Bible where the 
hottest fight has always been waged between those who believe the 
Bible to be the inerrant Word of God and those who think that much 
of it is only fable or ‘folk-lore.’” (Is the Bible the Inerrant Word of 
God? P.16.) Quoting Matt.1:22; John 10:35; 2 Pet.1:21; 2 Tim.3:16, 
and similar passages, James M.Gray remarks: “Let us reflect that the 
inspiration of the Old Testament being assured as it is, why should 
similar evidence be required for the New? Whoever is competent to 
speak as a Bible authority knows that the unity of the Old and New 
Testaments is the strongest demonstration of their common source. They 
are seen to be not two books but only two parts of one book.” (The 
Fundamentals, III, p. 19.) 

78) We need not assume that. “In 2 Tim. 3:16: ‘all Scripture’ may 
include a Gospel like Luke’s (cf. 1 Tim. 5:18) or even Paul’s own epistles 
(cf. 2 Pet. 3:15).” (James Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 161.) 
“Nothing in the text indicates that Paul restricts the term Re ary 
Scripture’ to the holy books known to Timothy from his childhood. 
Rather the contrary.’” (Wohlenberg, in Zahn’s Commentary.) Additional 
references are given in Conc. THEot. Mrury., I, p. 113. There the proofs 
offered by Dodd for his thesis “The Bible itself does not make any claim 
to infallible authority for all its parts” are examined. 
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ciple that Scripture cannot be broken applies to the words of Jesus, 
which are “the truth,” and according to John 17:14 and 17 to the 
words of the apostles. 1 Pet.1:10-12: the words of the apostles are 
placed on a level with the words of the prophets. Again, 2 Pet. 3:2: 
The “words of the holy prophets” and “the commandments of us, the 
apostles of the Lord,” are of equal authority. It follows that, if Paul 
ascribes inerrancy and absolute authority to the Old Testament, he 
must assert the same of the New Testament. 2Cor.13:3: Paul 
presents his writings to us as the words of Christ, and, again, 1 Cor. 
14:37: “The things that I write unto you are the commandments of 
the Lord.” Is the New Testament of equal authority, equally in- 
spired and equally inerrant, with the Old Testament? And there 
is 2 Pet.3:16! The “epistles” of Paul are put in the class of “the 
Scriptures.” (See G. Stoeckhardt, Lehre und Wehre, 1886, p. 254.) 
“All Scripture is given by inspiration,” says Paul, and, says Peter, 
the epistles of Paul are “Scripture.” The critics will have a hard 
time to show that these passages are ambiguous.”9 

Some of the critics commit the puerility of saying (c): “The 
sixty-six books of the Bible certainly do not all claim for themselves 
to be given by inspiration of God. Very few of them do.” (J. M. 
Gibson, The Inspiration of Holy Scripture, p. 24.) — The prophets of 
the Old Testament spoke and wrote by inspiration of God (Luke 
1:70: “as He spoke by the mouth of His holy prophets”; Acts 3: 
18,21: “by the mouth of all his prophets since the world began”); 
so also the apostles (Matt. 10:19f.). But, says Gibson, unless a book 
written by a prophet or apostle says on its title-page: “Written by 
inspiration,” the writer does not claim inspiration for this book. 
What about Ezra’s writings? “We know him as ‘Ezra the scribe.’ 
Yet there is no mention of any commission to take in hand either 
the recording or the editing. The same applies to Nehemiah.” (Op. 
cit., p. 84.) The same applies to Second Timothy and Second Peter, 
says Dodd: “Neither passage (2 Tim.3:16 and 2 Pet.1:21) claims 
the rank of inspired Scripture for the writing in which it occurs.” 
(Op. cit., p.15.) Sure enough; we do not find the statement on the 
title-page: “This epistle is inspired.” But Dodd conveniently over- 
looks the word “apostle” in 2 Tim. 1:1 and 2 Pet. 1:1 and 2 Pet. 3:2. 
He also leaves out of consideration John 17:14; 1 Cor. 2:13; 1 Thess. 





79) One sample to show how hard they try to divest the passages 
claiming inerrancy for the Bible, including the New Testament, of their 
force: “In 2 Pet.3:16 St.Paul’s epistles appear” (?) “to be alluded 
to as ‘Scriptures’; but if we deal candidly with the evidence, it would 
appear that this one book of the New Testament is not by the writer 
in whose name it is written.” (Charles Gore, The Doctrine of the 
Infallible Book, p. 33.) There must be some force in St. Peter’s statement; 
else Bishop Gore would not resort to the desperate expedient of denying 
its clarity and appealing to the question of the authenticity of the book. 
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2:13. No, Ezra did not say: “This book is inspired”; but 2 Tim. 3:16 
writes it on the title-page of Ezra’s writing, and the passages quoted 
in the preceding section do the same for all the books of the New 
Testament. Gibson again: “Luke does not say, These other teachers 
to whom you have been listening are not infallible, but Iam.... Is 
there anything about Luke being specially appointed to give an 
ex-cathedra utterance? Not a word of it. Here are the claims he 
makes on his own behalf: that he has given much attention to the 
subject and that he has been careful to be accurate in verifying his 
facts.... He does not say: “The Spirit moved me to write this to 
you.’ He simply says, ‘It seemed good to me also.’” (Op. cit., 
p. 133 f.) Even Charles Gore uses this argument. “The evangelist 
St. Luke in his preface appears to make no claim to inspiration but 
only to accuracy.” (The Doctrine of the Infallible Book, p. 45.) Here 
the puerility is buttressed with a fallacy. The fact that St. Luke 
claimed accuracy has no bearing on the question whether he 
claimed inspiration. The logicians call this the fallacy of the 
irrelevant conclusion or the ignoratio elenchi. Gibson once more: 
“The prophets had sometimes special directions to write, as when 
Jeremiah prepared the roll which Jehoiakim destroyed and again, 
by divine direction, prepared a second roll; but we have no evi- 
dence of any special call or commission to record the prophecies for 
the sake of the ages to come.” (Op. cit., p. 84.) For us the evidence 
of Rom.15:4 (“Whatsoever things were written aforetime were 
written for our learning”) is conclusive. Furthermore, if prophe- 
cies relate future events, — do they not? — what was in the mind of 
the prophets in writing them down if they did not “record them 
for the sake of the ages to come”? 

S.P. Cadman employs (d) plain sophistry in support of the 
thesis under discussion. In his Answers to Everyday Questions he 
says on page 253: “Nowhere does the Book itself claim for the 
entire content of its literature what you assert in its behalf.... It 
is a baseless assumption that every word of Holy Scripture must be 
regarded as practically infallible.” For instance: “Not everything 
that Genesis, Jonah, and Daniel contain is literally and factually 
true.” (P. 274.) We naturally ask: How can the Bible claim to be 
God’s Word, God’s truth, if it actually tells factual untruths? Here 
is the sophistry: “We have to distinguish between factual truth and 
moral or religious truth. To say that the Bible is true does not 
imply that everything it states is fact. It conveys many of its 
sublimest truths by fiction, poetry, rhapsody, and dream. If you 
dispute the assertion, read the parables of Jesus, . . . and the Genesis 
document.... Not everything that Genesis, Jonah, and Daniel con- 
tain is literally and factually true.” It is sophistry to conclude from 
the fact that Jesus conveyed a spiritual truth by means, for ex- 
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ample, of the story of the Ten Virgins,—it being immaterial whether 
these events actually took place,— that the holy writers had the 
right to tell the story of the Fall or of Jonah’s experience as facts, 
knowing that these things did not occur. You will get the full im- 
port of the equivocation if you read the question which Dr. Cadman 
is answering. “Question: Why do ecclesiastics ask us to accept the 
Bible as the Word of God and then tell us that the account of 
creation is not historic or Jonah’s experiences a ‘fish story’? ... 
How can you blame men if they conclude that the Book is full of 
errors and that consequently its author or authors are fallible?” 

The easiest way to evade the force of 2 Tim. 3:16 is (e) to give 
the term “inspiration” a new meaning. First say with Dodd that 
“inspired Scripture” is not the same as “infallible Scripture” (see 
above) and with Gore: “The New Testament certainly does not 
warrant our identifying inspiration with infallibility on all subjects.” 
(Op. cit., p. 46.) And then, when the simple Christian objects that 
what is God-breathed, what the holy writers expressed in words 
which God gave them, cannot be fallible; that, if “the holy men of 
God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost” (2 Pet. 1:21), 
they could not have spoken error and untruth, tell him that he has 
the wrong conception of “inspiration,” tell him that “the inspiration 
of the Bible is the total spirit and power it reveals.... The proof 
that the book is inspired is its power to inspire.” (H. L. Willett, op. 
cit., p. 288.) Or: “All Scripture is because of the inspiration of 
God. That does not mean that everything that was written was 
inspired. It means that men wrote because they were under the 
inspiration of some divinely given truth.” (E. Lewis, A Philosophy 
of the Christian Revelation, p. 260.) Or: “Inspiration does not carry 
inerrancy. It is the capacity to explore independently the regions 
of the spirit and to convince others of the reality of that which one 
has discovered.” (C.H. Dodd, op.cit., p.129.) Or, in the simple 
language of the vulgar rationalists: Inspiration is “die andaechtige 
Gemuetsverfassung” (Semler; see Hoenecke, Ev.-Luth. Dogmatik, 
I, p. 352). The trouble with this quid-pro-quo operation is that it 
puts too great a strain upon the credulity of the simple Christian. 
The words of the apostle cannot bear this alleged meaning. Since 
“all Scripture” is the subject of which “given by inspiration of God” 
is predicated, don’t begin to talk of a “devout state of mind.” Your 
hearers will not know what to make of the devout state of mind of 
the Scriptures. And was the apostle really such a bungler that, 
when he said that “no prophecy of the Scripture is of any private 
interpretation, but holy men of God spake as they were moved by 
the Holy Ghost,” he actually wanted to say that their teaching was 
the product of their “capacity to explore independently the regions 
of the spirit’? —'These samples should be sufficient to show that 
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indeed the critics of God’s Word lose their common sense and be- 
come utterly unreasonable and illogical. But, say the critics, hear 
our further proofs for the thesis that Scripture does not claim in- 
fallibility for all its parts; these additional proofs are irrefutable. 
We shall hear them and, to give them the prominence which the 
critics attach to them, we shall treat them as special Assertions. 


Assertion No.3: Christ Himself corrected the Scriptures. The 
argument is: If Christ, the great Teacher (and we add: Christ, the 
Author of Scripture) found it necessary to revise and amend Scrip- 
ture, to point out the mistakes and false teachings in the Old Testa- 
ment, you can no longer hold that the Bible claims infallibility for 
all its parts. Of the various mechanisms employed in the war 
against Verbal Inspiration some moderns consider this to be the 
most effective one. They drill their students in its use. A graduate 
of Union Theological Seminary told his examining board: “The men 
who wrote our Scriptures were inspired by God, but they mixed 
some of their own errors in with God’s truth. Jesus said: ‘It hath 
been said of old . . .; but I say unto you.’ There were some parts of 
Scripture which Jesus Himself did not accept as God’s truth, at 
least not the whole truth of God.” (The Presbyterian, Nov. 26, 
1936.) It is drilled into the students at Gettysburg, too. Their pro- 
fessor, Dr. H. C. Alleman, declared in his manifesto against Verbal 
Inspiration: “If Christ can be quoted as saying in John 10:35 (as 
the verbal inspirationists hold) that ‘Scripture cannot be broken,’ 
and if that means that it is without error or contradiction, how are 
we to square this statement with those instances, particularly in the 
Sermon on the Mount, in which He deliberately breaks Scripture? 
For example, does not Matt. 5:39 abrogate Ex. 21:24, and does not 
Mark 7:19 repeal Lev. 11?” (See p. 257 above.) His colleague Dr. J. 
Aberly makes the same assertion. And there are many others.® 


The assertion that Christ corrected the Scriptures does not 
reveal great mental acumen. It means (a) that Christ contradicted 





80) Aberly: “In this total view we must have the Spirit of Jesus 
to differentiate between what is temporary and what is permanent — 
this attitude will be found to be that of the New Testament writers and 
even of Jesus Himself towards that unique revelation of God which 
we have in the Old Testament. ... This view of the total purport of 
the Old Testament determined the corrections made of such teachings 
as were at variance with it. Illustrations of this will be found in the 
corrections of the law of retaliation, among others in the Sermon on the 
Mount, Matt. 5:17-48. (The Luth. Church Quart., April, 1935, p. 119.) 
Others: The Expositor’s Greek Testament on Matt. 5:21-26: “Christ’s 
position as fulfiller entitled Him to point out defects of the Law itself.” 
Johannes Haenel: “Die Gegenueberstellung des Zitats und der Erwide- 
rung Jesus’ laesst nicht im geringsten den Gedanken aufkommen, dass 
Jesus nur ein Missverstaendnis der Erklaerer beheben will. ... Gegen 
nag ot) ne selbst wendet sich Jesus.” (Der Schriftbegriff Jesus’, 
p. ; ‘ 
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Himself. At one place He says that “the Scripture cannot be 
broken,” and at another place He is engaged in breaking Scripture, 
revising, censoring, correcting it. In the Sermon on the Mount He 
solemnly declares that not “one jot or tittle shall pass from the 
Law” (Matt. 5:18), and three verses later, from v. 21 on, He strikes 
out whole sentences, passages, and sections. Drs. Alleman and 
Haenel and the others are asking us to believe that God is reversing, 
correcting, and contradicting Himself.§! 

Nor (b) do we have to exert great acumen to show that the 
text will not bear Dr. Alleman’s interpretation. When Jesus quoted 
the provision of the Law “Thou shalt not kill” (Matt.5:21) and 
then adds: “But I say unto you, .. .” is He revoking the Law? 
Where do you see in the text the words on which your whole argu- 
ment hinges: “But I say unto you, You may kill’? Our contra- 
dictionists have not mastered the logical law of the contradiction. 
Jesus indeed says: “Whosoever is angry,” etc. But the prohibition 
of sinful anger, etc., is not a substitution for the Mosaic prohibition 
of murder. It is not even an addition to it. Ex. 20:13 forbids anger 
as well as murder. The “but” of Jesus is not directed against Moses 
but against those who found in Moses nothing but the prohibition of 
the gross act of murder. In the words of Dr. Lenski: “ “You have 
heard’ means: from your teachers, the scribes and Pharisees, on 
whom you were entirely dependent for your instruction. They told 
you that ‘it was said,’ of course by Moses, ‘to the ancients,’ to whom 
he first brought the Law: ‘Thou shalt not murder.’... But this 
was all that you heard — nothing but a civil law, to be applied to an 
actual murderer, by a civil court.... Not a word about God and 
what He by this commandment requires of the heart. Not a word 
about the lusts and the passions that lead to actual murder and, 
though they produce no murder, are just as wicked as murder.... 
What the disciples now hear from Jesus is vastly different from 
what in the past they heard from the scribes and Pharisees. The 
opposition is not to ‘it was said.’ Jesus is not contradicting or cor- 





81) H.M'Intosh: “Those utterances of our Lord—mainly those in 
the Sermon on the Mount opening with ‘Ye have heard that it hath been 
said by them of old time,’ on which they have sought to found their 
unwarrantable assertions—are directed not against the teaching of 
Scripture, which would have been a divine contradiction of Himself. 
For it was God who ‘in times past spoke unto the fathers by the prophets’; 
and it was the same God who ‘in these last times hath spoken unto us 
by His Son.’ It was the Son who Himself declared, as if to answer by 
anticipation this very objection, ‘Till heaven and earth pass, one jot 
or one tittle... . (Matt.5:17,18; Luke 16:17.) With this He prefaced 
all His utterances about the teaching of the ancients. So that He could 
not have directed them against the Scriptures, which were His own 
Word, but against those misapprehensions, perversions, and misapplica- 
tions of it with which an unspiritual religiosity and soulless literalism 
had associated and overcrusted it.” (Op. cit., p. 295.) 
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recting Moses.” (On Matt. 5:21,22.) Jesus does not revoke Ex. 
20:13. He leaves it in full force. He does not strike out one jot or 
tittle. And these moderns are telling us: Jesus is here plainly 
breaking Scripture! ®) 

“Does not Matt.5:39 abrogate Ex. 21:24?” Jesus was not a 
revolutionary; He was not a parlor-communist. He did not ask the 
civil courts to cease exacting the just punishment from the criminal. 
“Here again Jesus does not abrogate or change the penal laws as 
too harsh, as not humanitarian enough, or as needing reform in 
other respects. ... But the very God who placed that law and its 
execution where it belongs, in the hands of the government, places 
another law and its execution, the law of love, into the hearts of 
Christ’s disciples.” (Lenski.)®*) — “And does not Mark 7:19 repeal 
Lev.11?” Certainly not! The teaching that it is not food but the 
evil thoughts of the heart that defile man does not say that there 
is anything wrong about the Levitical law concerning clean and 
unclean beasts, but simply corrects the misapprehension and mis- 
application of Lev. 11, as though Levitical purity in itself constituted 
moral and spiritual purity. And if anybody should insist that the 
abrogation of the Ceremonial Law constituted a breaking of Scrip- 
ture, Jewry, orthodox Jewry, would side with him but not the 
Christian theologians. 

It is interesting to note that Dr. Charles F. Schaeffer, professor 
at Gettysburg, wrote in The Lutheran Commentary (1895): “The 
Lord does not mean the teaching of Moses himself but the erroneous 
mode of interpreting his words.” More interesting that in the New 
Testament Commentary, edited by Dr.H.C. Alleman, Dr. Henry 
Offermann writes (p. 169): “When the scribes interpreted the com- 
mandment, they used to read the words of the commandment and 
then pointed out to their hearers the punishment for the trans- 
gressor. That was all. They had no further comment to make. 





82) See also G. Stoeckhardt, Die biblische Geschichte des Neuen 
Testaments, p. 92: “Christus setzt das Gesetz Mosis nicht ausser Kraft 
und Geltung. Christus bestaetigt vielmehr das Gesetz, ‘streicht es recht 
heraus und zeigt den rechten Kern und Verstand, dass sie lernen, was 
das Gesetz ist und haben will’ (Luther).” Also Kretzmann, Popular 
Commentary: “Christ confirms and expounds the Law. ... The Lord 
now proceeds to prove His condemning statement by expounding a few 
of the commandments according to their full spiritual significance.” 


83) Dr. Graebner’s answer to the Alleman-manifesto: “If the Jews 
of His time justified a passionate and revengeful spirit, Jesus now carries 
out more fully the spirit and design of the Law by urging the readiness 
of a true disciple to forgive, to win, to restore. And who is not able 
to see the difference established between public and official vengeance 
and the private relationship of men to men?” (Conc. THEot. MTHty., 
XI, p. 885.) 
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They were satisfied with the letter of the Law, but made no at- 
tempt to penetrate into its spirit. There is nothing in the text to 
indicate that Jesus objected either to the commandment or to the 
words attached to it. What He objected to was that the traditional 
interpretation did not go beyond the act itself.” And there are 
liberal theologians who would not endorse this part of Dr. Alle- 
man’s manifesto. A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, edited 
by Bishop Charles Gore and others, says: “ “Ye have heard that it 
was said by them of old times’ is a traditional scribal phrase, with 
the sense of ‘you have understood this to mean.’ But our Lord em- 
phasized the divine mind behind this prohibition of murder and 
teaches that both the harboring of anger and the use of abusive 
language are included within its scope.” And here is the ultra- 
liberal H. L. Willett, who says: “Furthermore it must be remem- 
bered that Jesus was bringing no indictment against the Hebrew 
Scriptures, which He held in the highest reverence. He wished, 
however, to carry out their spirit to its legitimate ends.” (In The 
Christian Century, Oct. 21, 1936.) 

Assertion No. 4a: Christ erred in endorsing the whole of the 
Old Testament. — When we answer assertion No.3 by pointing out 
that Christ endorsed the whole of the Old Testament, critics reply: 
Christ certainly did that, but He was wrong in doing that. They are 
off on a different tack; but they are still sailing on the sea of un- 
reason. It is an unchristian assertion, as we have shown in the 
third article (see p. 420 ff. above); but it is also unreasonable. To 
ask us to say that Christ endorsed all of the Old Testament, the 
authenticity of the Pentateuch and the story of Jonah and the 
whale, because “He knew no better” is asking too much of a Chris- 
tian; but it is also asking too much of a thinking man. Oh, yes, it 
is reasonable enough for Voltaire to declare that Christ’s testimony 
on these points is not absolutely trustworthy, for Voltaire insisted 
that Christ was a mere man. But a theologian who believes that 
Christ is true God and still insists that He made “exegetical mis- 
takes” and false statements is not using his reasoning powers. And 
we shall go a step farther. Let Jesus be a mere man. But was He 
a good man, an honest man? The critics, not only the conservatives 
but also the liberals, insist on that. Only the scoffers, the infidels, 
may deny it. However, you cannot teach that Jesus was a good, 
honest man and still claim that He was mistaken on various points, 
on the point, for instance, of the inerrancy of the Bible. For He 
claimed to be a teacher sent from God who spoke the very words 
of God. It is impossible for a mere man to claim absolute infalli- 
bility and remain an honest man. Use your thinking powers! When 
you assert that Jesus was wrong in endorsing the Old Testament, 
this Jesus, who claimed to speak the Word of God in all His state- 





Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 573 


ments, you are proclaiming Jesus as a fraud. Are you ready to do 
that? &” 

The critics do not want to do that. And so they are driven to 
employ various clumsy subterfuges. (Assertion No. 4b.) We have 
mentioned some on page 421 above. For instance: “Jesus con- 
descended not to know.” Here are some more. Jesus did not 
endorse the story of Jonah in the belly of the fish; Luke 11:29 f. 
does not mention this part of the story; so Jesus never vouched 
for the truth of it; the account of Matt. 12:40 is not trustworthy.®») 
The meaning of this is: You cannot say that we are charging 
Jesus with an error for endorsing this story, for He never en- 
dorsed it! Another subterfuge: “It is said that the language 
of our Lord about the Old Testament requires us to accept the 
account of the Flood and the story of Jonah as literally true. .. . 
However, it seems to me to be even preposterous to suggest 
that He binds us by His allusion to the Flood (Luke 17: 26 ff.) 
to suppose that it occurred as it is described in Genesis. We 
should, I think, feel the same way about His allusion to Jonah’s 
resurrection out of the whale’s belly, if it were authentic.” (Charles 
Gore, op. cit., pp. 19,25.) ‘The meaning of this is as above. But 
where is the proof for this idea? Bishop Gore “thinks” it. Can he 
make me think it? And why, we ask, did Jesus refer to these 


incidents if they were not facts? That is easy to answer, say the 
critics. Christ used these incidents as parables, and so they need 
not actually have happened. Prof. J. W. Horine: “The book (Jonah) 


84) R.A.Torrey: “Jesus Christ claimed to be a teacher sent from 
God who spoke the very words of God. He claimed this over and 
over again, and if He was mistaken about the origin and character of this 
Book, concerning which He has so much to say, He was a fraud, an 
unmitigated fraud. If these people are right who tell us that these 
incidents in the Book of Genesis, for example, which our Lord has 
so plainly endorsed, are simply ‘folk-lore’ or inaccurate and unreliable 
traditions of the day, then, beyond a question, Jesus Christ was a fraud, 
an unmitigated fraud.” (Op. cit., p.20.) Proceedings, Iowa District, 1891, 
p.31: “If the Bible were not inspired and consequently infallible, it 
would not be a good book but a lying book, for it claims divine inspira- 
tion for itself; then, too, Jesus would not be good but a deceiver, for He 
endorses the Bible as a divine book.” 


85) H.L. Willett: “It would seem that the reference to Jonah’s stay 
in the belly of the sea-monster was no part of the narrative as used by 
Jesus. There is no reference to this portion of the account in the record 
of the Gospel of Luke (11:30-32).... It seems strange that so important 
an incident as that of the miraculous deliverance of the prophet should 
have been omitted from the gospel of Luke if it were an authentic 
part of the gospel-story.” (The Chr. Century, Dec. 9, 1936.) See also 
Gore’s statement: “... if it were authentic.” Willett and Gore could 
quote D.F.Strauss as their authority. “The continuance of Jonah in 
the belly of the whale does not seem to have been brought in as a 
parallel case until later, subsequently, that is, to the time when the 
morning of Sunday had been fixed upon for the resurrection of Jesus.” 
(A New Life of Jesus, I, p. 439. Das Leben Jesu, I, p. 403.) 





574 Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to Jews, Etc. 


is considered to be not literal history but parable or allegory... . 
Our Lord’s reference to this event [Jonah being disgorged from the 
mouth of the great fish] does not contradict this view. He is simply 
using it as an illustration. ‘Just as we refer to the prodigal son or 
the good Samaritan in precisely the same terms we should use were 
their adventures historical facts, so may Christ have done here.’” 
(The Lutheran, March 18, 1937.) The meaning of this subterfuge is: 
Christ knew that this incident never occurred; and so our charge 
that the critics actually ascribe fallibility to Jesus is groundless. 
But we ask again: How will Professor Horine prove that Jesus did 
not consider the history of Jonah literal history?®® Do not ask 
us to accept your Assertions No. 4b, by which you seek to escape 
the dilemma into which your Assertion No.4a places you, on 
your mere dictum. 


Better say at once — Assertion No. 5 — that “Christ never offers 
a word of Scripture as a final reason for belief,” and have done 
with it. Dr.John Oman (Cambridge) makes this assertion in 
Vision and Authority, page 188: “The method of citing texts is only 
a second-hand dealing in truth. ... Christ encourages His disciples 
to rise above the rule of authorities and investigate till each is his 
own authority. ... Christ appeals to the testimony of Scripture 
but never offers a word of it as a final reason for belief. His final 
appeal is always to the heart by God.” Oman naturally takes this 
position, for, “whatever the authority of Scripture may be, it is not 
of the infallibility of verbal inspiration” (p.94). Oman, of course, 
makes no serious attempt to prove his assertion by Scripture. 
“Citing texts is only a second-hand dealing in truth.” The proof 
which he offers in this connection is: “‘All ye are brethren,’ He 
says, ‘and one is your teacher,” and he deduces from this — by 
what laws of reason we know not —: “Even Christ Himself is not 
our Rabbi.” ... We are anxious to know what he makes of the 
passage John 5:39. Or of John 8:31. Or John 10:35. Or Matt. 4:4. 
And Matt. 4:7 and Matt. 4:10. Whatever Satan’s answer might be, 
though he might have answered: “It is written? Why, everybody 
knows that Scripture is not infallible,” Christ declares, first and 
last: “It is written.” (See further Proceedings, Iowa District, 1891, 





86) A writer in The Living Church, April 26, 1930, puts it this 
way: “St. Matt.12:40 need not carry with it an acceptance by our Lord 
of the literal and complete historicity of the Book of Jonah, unless one 
is prepared to assert one’s own acceptance of the literal and complete 
historicity of every parabolic story used by Him to drive home by 
forceful illustration His teachings. Is your correspondent willing so to 
accept, for example, the story of the Rich Man and Lazarus?” Here is 
confusion worse confounded. The story is a true story. “There was 
a certain rich man. ... And there was a certain beggar.” We even 
know his name: “Lazarus.” 
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pp. 29—31: “Mit der Schrift bewies Christus seine Worte und 
Lehre.”) 

Assertion No. 6: Inspiration and infallibility must be restricted 
to the Gospel-message in the Bible or, to stretch a point, to the 
religious and moral teaching of the Bible.— But is that not the 
same as Assertions 1 and 2? It is, essentially. But the critics — 
the great majority of them — prefer Form 6 to 1 and 2, because 
that form has greater appeal. They delude themselves with the 
idea that nothing is lost if only the infallibility of the great Gospel- 
message is saved.8?) Assertion 6 has a more specious form than 
the others and is therefore more widely used. For that reason 
we shall treat it separately, even though we shall have to repeat 
ourselves somewhat. We shall be adding, however, some new 
material. 

J.M. Gibson takes issue with those “who insist on every part 
of the Bible being equally inspired”; it is “unfaithfulness to the 
sacred Scriptures” not to reserve full, real inspiration for “the 
Gospel, the central theme of the Bible” (op. cit., p. 101). James Orr 
is satisfied “with a Scripture supernaturally inspired to be an in- 
fallible guide in the great matters for which it was given — the 
knowledge of the will of God for their salvation in Christ Jesus, 
instruction in the way of holiness and the hope of eternal life” 
(Revelation and Inspiration, p. 217). The Baltimore Declaration: 
“We accept the Scriptures as the infallible truth of God in all 
matters that pertain to His revelation and our salvation.” (Minutes 
of the 1938 Convention of the U.L.C.A., p. 471.) Dr. A.J. Traver, 
in his exposition of the Baltimore Declaration: “The Holy Scrip- 
tures are the infallible truth ‘in all matters that pertain to His 
revelation and our salvation,” not in secular matters, for “Bible 
writers wrote with the background of their age and its scientific 
beliefs” (The Lutheran, Feb. 22, 1939). And in The Lutheran of 
Jan. 23, 1936, Dr. Traver says distinctly: “Inspiration includes only 
the knowledge essential for knowing God and His plan for man.” ®® 





87) Discussing a similar case of juggling the Proceedings of the Iowa 
District say: “Die Leugner der Inspiration fuehren, wenn man ueber 
ihre greuliche Lehre erstaunt und entruestet ist, immer solche Reden 
im Munde: ‘Wir wollen euch ja nichts von eurem Glauben rauben; denn 
wenn auch Moses und Jesajas, Matthaeus und Markus, Paulus und 
Petrus sich geirrt haben, so bleibt uns doch Christus, von dem allein 
unser Heil abhaengt.’ Das sind eitel Taschenspielerkuenste.” 

88) “S.Episcopius (} 1643), Arminian-Reformed, had already limited 
inspiration to the so-called essentials.” (Guericke, Symbolik, p. 172.) 
So also the Lutheran G. Calixt (+ 1656.—See Pieper, op. cit., p. 322). 
J. T. Beck (+1878), conservative: “Auf die goettlichen Reichsgeheim- 
nisse erstreckt die Theopneustie sich; auf das Aeusserliche und Mensch- 
liche nur, soweit es mit Ersteren in wesentlichem Zusammenhang steht.” 
(See Proc., Syn. Conf., 1886, p.22.) Pastor Matschoss of the “Ev. 
Lutheran Church in Prussia” (Breslau; “Altlutheraner”): “Scripture, 
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When the liberals of the extreme left divide the Bible into 
more-inspired, less-inspired, and non-inspired portions, their 
reasoning is clear and consistent. They treat the Bible as a purely 
human writing and their concept of inspiration is different from 
that of the conservatives. Their “inspiration,” being an activity 
of the human mind, does not connote infallibility. With them the 
more-inspired portions, too, are fallible, as Willett plainly tells us: 
“No error has ever resulted in greater discredit to the Scriptures 
or injury to Christianity than that of attributing to the Bible such 
a miraculous origin and nature as to make it an infallible standard 
of morals and religion.” (Loc. cit.) But when the conservatives 
acknowledge the divine origin and authority of Scripture and 
then confine its inspiration to the Gospel-message, they involve 
themselves in a self-contradiction and are forced either to make 
the Bible set up extravagant, yes, false, claims or to deny the 
plain, every-day meaning of common human words. 

Nowhere does the Bible say that only certain portions of it 
are inspired and infallibly true. If any one wants to believe in 
partial inspiration, he will have to believe it on the authority of the 





being inspired, is the infallible and reliable Word of God in matters that 
pertain to our salvation. ... There may be mistakes in non-essential 
matters.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 1909, p. 280.) Prof.J.O.Evjen: “To 
the Reformer (Luther) Scripture was binding to the extent that it 
proclaimed Christ, the Gospel, or pointed to Christ. Many historical 
matters in the Bible did not concern Christian life.” (Luth. Church 
Quart., April, 1940, p. 149.) Synod of Maryland (U.L.C.A.): “Article II 
of the Pittsburgh Agreement adds to the Baltimore Declaration because 
it countenances, or seems to countenance, verbal inspiration and inerrancy 
of the Scriptures and makes the Bible the infallible rule in matters other 
than faith and practice.” (The Lutheran, June 12, 1940.) The pro- 
nouncement of the Baltimore Declaration, by the way, does not constitute 
an advance from the teaching of the General Council. The Lutheran 
Church Review wrote in 1904: “According to H.E.Jacobs ‘the Holy 
Scriptures are the infallible and inerrant record of God’s revelation of 
His saving grace to men.’... The holy writers were not inspired, how- 
ever, to be ‘teachers of astronomy or geology or physics,’ and no number 
of contradictions in this sphere would ‘shake our confidence in the 
absolute reliability of Holy Scripture as the infallible test of theological 
truth, an inerrant guide in all matters of faith and practice.’” The 
writer is Dr. Joseph Stump. (See Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p. 85f.) 
Dr. Stump expresses the same view in his The Christian Faith, pp. 318, 
320.— H.L. Willett: “The finality and authority of the Bible do not 
reside in all of its utterances, but in those great characters and messages 
which are easily discerned as the mountain peaks of its contents. Such 
portions are worthy to be called the Word of God to man.” (Op. cit., 
p. 289.) Let these samples suffice. Many more could be adduced in 
support of our statement that the great majority, liberals and con- 
servatives, subscribes to Assertion No. 6. 
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critics. He cannot quote a single passage of Holy Scripture in 
support of it.8 

But everywhere the Bible declares that all of it is God’s Word, 
absolutely true. And so the moderns are compelled to twist and 
torture these passages, divest them of their meaning, and then 
try to convince us that we have been misreading them. They do 
not display great theological skill and acumen in their treatment 
of these passages. The best they can do is to affix footnotes to 
the text, saying that the text does not mean what it says. “All 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God.” Footnote: That does 
not mean that all of Scripture is inspired, but only its religious 
teaching. N. R. Best: “Here, then, in 2 Tim. 3:16, is the Bible’s 
standard description of its own qualities, and here surely, if from 
the Bible viewpoint a preternatural exactness was essential to 
inspired literature, there would have been some tangible hint of 
that characteristic. Instead the outlook of the apostle — himself 
an undoubted agent of divine inspiration — was entirely in another 
direction. Paul had his eyes on the moral dynamic of the book — 
its spiritual vitality.” (Inspiration, p. 97.)9 J.A.W.Haas: “It is 
this combination of various witnesses, all tending to the unity of 
the saving Gospel through the illuminating and guiding control 
of the Spirit, which constitutes inspiration. Therefore every true 
Scripture is God-breathed and ‘is profitable for doctrine,’ etc., 
2 Tim. 3:16... . We must not identify the Word absolutely with 
the Bible as a book.” (New Testament Commentary, p. 122.) 

John 10:35: “The Scripture cannot be broken.” Footnote: What 
Scripture says concerning the Gospel is absolutely infallible; what it 
says on other matters can be broken. Our footnote to this astound- 
ing perversion of the text: Would you classify “the scripture” which 
calls the rulers “gods” as a Gospel-message? Second footnote: 
Jesus cannot be made to say here: Some Scripture may be broken.— 
Rom. 15:4: “Whatsoever things were written aforetime were written 
for our learning.” Footnote: Some of those things that were written 





89) “Wir fragen dagegen: Woher stammt diese Unterscheidung 
von heilswichtigen, minder wichtigen und unwichtigen Aussagen der 
Schrift? Oder genauer: Wo macht die Schrift diese Unterscheidung? 
Und zwar: Wo bringt die Schrift diese Unterscheidung in Verbindung 
mit der Inspiration, so dass sie diese bei den genannten Nebendingen 
ganz aussetzen oder doch so stark zuruecktreten liesse, dass den heiligen 
Schreibern wohl einmal ein Fehler mit unterlaufen konnte, was bei den 
das Heil direkt beruehrenden Stuecken eben durch die Wirkung der 
Inspiration ausgeschlossen war?” (Theologische Quartalschrift, July, 
1931, p. 182.) : 

90) Our own footnote: Why, then, did Paul say: “All Scripture”? 
If Paul found room in the Scriptures for “the ordinary misunderstandings 


and blunders of humanity,” as Best declares on the same page, why 
did Paul not make Best’s restriction? 


37 
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aforetime were written for our learning.— Acts 24:14: “TI believe 
all things which are written in the Law and in the Prophets.” Foot- 
note: Paul made a mistake in taking everything written in Scrip- 
ture to be true.9) 


It does not require great intelligence, no more than that of 
a child, to understand the force of the universals “all,” “whatso- 
ever,” of the all-inclusive “the Scripture cannot be broken.” If 
men were not obsessed with the idea that miracles do not occur 
(liberals) or that science has found mistakes in Scripture (con- 
servatives), average human intelligence would keep them from 
making Asserton No.6 and basing the assertion on Scripture. 
These men have not sufficient acumen and ingenuity to convince us 
that Paul said “all” and must have meant “some.” 


Furthermore, do they not see that they are destroying the 
Christian’s trust in his Bible? Are they not intelligent enough to 
know that, unless they can give the Christian a safe criterion for 
distinguishing between the reliable and the unreliable parts of the 
Bible, they are rendering the Bible to a great extent useless to the 
Christians? For such a criterion does not exist. The Bible has no 
index giving that information. And the critics know of no such 
criterion. They tell us so themselves. Hasting’s Encyclopedia, 
VU, p. 346: “There is in reality no clear dividing line between what 
is and what is not worthy of a place in Scripture.” (See Pieper, op. 
cit., p.362.) Dr. Fosdick thinks he has a sure criterion. There 
eternal truth is speaking “where the deeps of the Book call to the 
deeps of the human heart” (The Modern Use of the Bible, p. 61). 
Your own heart will tell you what belongs to religious truth and 
what is human error. But it seems this criterion does not satisfy 
his brother critics. They confess that there is no certain rule to be 
applied. For instance, R.F.Grau: “Die Grenzen des Goettlichen 
und Menschlichen in der Schrift koennen ueberhaupt nicht me- 
chanisch und quantitativ bestimmt werden, so wenig wie in der 
Person Christi.” (See Proc., Syn. Conf., 1886, p. 28.) K.Girgensohn: 
“Die Schrift enthaelt auch fuer den einzelnen das Wort Gottes in 
keiner feststellbaren Abgrenzung.” (Die Inspiration der Heiligen 
Schrift.) Here is what happens in every case where men try to 
apply Fosdick’s formula of finding the deeps of the Book calling to 
the deeps of the human heart: “Immer wieder beunruhigte mich die 
Frage: Was ist Kern, was ist Schale? Wo ‘treibt die Schrift Chri- 





91) J.M.Gibson’s attempt to prove Assertion No. 6 is herewith 
submitted as an outstanding curiosity. In support of his statement from 
which we just quoted he argues: “On the principle of all parts of 
Scripture being equally inspired one might preach on the Bible for 
fifty years and never once bring the Gospel in.” He certainly has a low 
opinion of the intelligence of the Christian preachers. 
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stum,’ wo nicht? Wo beginnt die Bibelkritik, wo hoert sie auf? 
Das waren Fragen, auf die mir weder mein Verstand noch theolo- 
gische ‘Wissenschaft’ eine klare, befriedigende Antwort geben 
konnte. Was nuetzt mir die bekannte Kompromissformel ‘Die 
Bibel enthaelt Gottes Wort,’ wenn mir niemand mit Sicherheit 
sagen kann, was nun in der Heiligen Schrift Gottes Wort ist und 
was nicht? Diese Formel gestattet schrankenlosen Subjektivismus, 
der nur relative Wahrheit kennt und darum das Herz nicht wahr- 
haft fest machen kann.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 1923, p. 302.) The 
theory of Assertion No. 6 makes sport of the Christian. He is told 
to separate the true from the false in Scripture and to wait till some 
secret voice — deep calling unto deep — tells him how to do it.9”? 

These men know little of Scripture. Our Bible is a wonderful, 
a divine book, able to make us wise unto salvation (2 Tim. 3:15) and 
achieving this end by means of everything therein written. “What- 
soever things were written aforetime were written for our learning.” 
To be sure, the Gospel is the chief part of the Bible. The Bible 
stresses the great truth that Christ Crucified is the Center of the 
Bible, the all-important thing. But everything in the Bible bears 
on the one theme. The least important thing subserves the one 
important thing. Rom. 15:4. “So then the entire Scripture is 
throughout nothing but Christ, God’s and Mary’s Son; all has to do 
with this Son, that we might know Him.” (Luther, ITI:1959.) “Er 


ist das Mittelpuenktlein im Zirkel, und alle Historien in der Heiligen 
Schrift, so sie recht angesehen werden, gehen auf Christum.” 
(VII:1929.)9») These men have only a smattering of the Bible. 





92) “I now ask my new instructors to tell me what are the things 
in Scripture that do affect faith and life—to speak definitely, not in 
vague generality — and to set forth in completeness and with unerring 
certitude, not partially or dubiously, what in Scripture is infallible and 
of divine authority and what is not. But I find they cannot or do not 
tell me, nor do they show me how I can surely ascertain this for myself; 
and thus my whole faith becomes unsettled. ... Sometimes I may be 
told the Bible is infallible and authoritative in all that affects faith and 
life; and when I ask what affects faith and life, I am answered that 
in which it is infallible; and I thus feel that my intellect is insulted 
and my soul trifled with by a vicious logic and an impotent evasiveness. 
At other times certain leading religious and ethical principles are set 
forth as unquestionably matters of faith and life. But when I inquire 
how and on what principle these were separated from the rest, . . lam 
told that by general consent they are received because men’s conscious- 
ness witnesses to their truth. By this the painful and perplexing fact 
is forced upon me that even for these no divine or Scriptural, but only 
a human foundation is given; that these are regarded as authoritative 
not because they are revealed in the Word of God but because they 
accord with the consciousness of man. .” (M'Intosh, op. cit., p. 606 f.) 


93) L. S. Keyser: “How inten is the reasoning of these 
rationalists! ... We leave it to any one who will use his reason logically 
whether the first chapters of our Bible separate the religious teaching 
from the sciences with which it is connected. Does this part of the 
Bible set off religion by itself, as if it were something isolated and 
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And they know little of the psychology of the Christian. They 
dare to tell him that great portions of his Bible are unprofitable. 
They tell him that the comfort he was wont to find in the story of 
Jonah is based on a fable. They warn him against accepting great 
portions of the Bible as true. And when the Chrisian asks them 
how he may know what is true and what is false, lest he lose 
what is profitable to him, they leave him at sea. We do not say that 
they are deliberately making sport of the troubled Christian. But 
Satan is making sport of him. And have they so little under- 
standing that they do not realize that Assertion No. 6 inevitably 
arouses the holy indignation of the Christian, who feels that not 
only he himself is being played with but Scripture itself made 
a thing to be laughed at—a conglomeration of truth and error, 
a guide-book which is unclear, indefinite, and hazy in its in- 
structions.*” 

Now comes another group of critics who will not subscribe to 
the thesis that great portions of Scripture are unprofitable. They 
subscribe whole-heartedly to the thesis that the Bible is full of 
errors but see the folly committed by their brethren of Class 6. 
However, since they are minded to uphold the erroneousness of 
Scripture, they are forced to set up Assertion No. 7 — which is as 
senseless as No.6—: Everything in the Bible, inclusive of the 
errors, is profitable; God put these errors into the Bible; the erring 





alone? Is not this rather the real teaching, the full-orbed and com- 
prehensive teaching, of the Bible, that its primary purpose is religion, 
but religion set vitally and organically in a scientific and historical 
environment?” (Contending for the, Faith. See Kretzmann, The Founda- 
tions Must Stand, p. 59f.) Dr.Stoeckhardt: “Nun gut, wir sagen auch, 
dass Christus A und O, Kern und Stern der ganzen Schrift ist. Das 
lehrt Christus selbst Joh.5:39. . . . Wenn die Schrift aber gleichwohl 
auch etwas von der Weltschoepfung . . . aussagt, so nehmen wir auch 
solche Aussagen als Gottes Wort und Offenbarung hin und finden, wenn 
wir naeher zusehen, dass dieselben nicht so isoliert dastehen, sondern 
mit dem Hauptinhalt, der Geschichte des Gnadenbundes, irgendwie 
zusammenhaengen.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1893, p. 329.) 


94) D.J.Burrell disposes of the matter thus: “But what do you 
propose? A new Bible? Aye, you tell us that under the clear blaze 
of your erudition the Bible has come to be ‘a new Book.’ It is indeed 
a new book; full of errors on all points within the cognizance of the 
senses, yet heralded by you as a trustworthy guide in matters beyond 
sight! The thinking world derides you. Is this the edifice you have 
been so laboriously constructing? A Bible without ground of confi- 
dence? ... But they say: ‘We insist on loyalty to Christ. Our whole 
system is Christocentric. Back to Christ!’ But back to what Christ? 
To the Christ who affixed His authoritative seal to the so-called ‘fables’ 
of the Flood, of Lot’s wife, and of Jonah in the whale’s belly? To the 
Christ who called the Scriptures ‘truth’ and never breathed a word or 
syllable against their absolute inerrancy? ... Or, in your process of 
‘construction,’ are you giving the world a new Christ, too? One of 
your leaders recently said from his theological chair: ‘The time has 
come for a restatement of the doctrine of Christ.” (Why I Believe the 
Bible, p. 180.) 
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human word is the Word of God.— Prominent theologians, Lu- 
therans and extreme liberals, actually make this assertion. We are 
not referring to those who insist that these mistakes do not matter 
much.®») We are contemplating the phenomenon that sober theo- 
logians are saying that God saw fit, in order to make us wise unto 
salvation, to give us a fallible Bible. R.F.Grau (Koenigsberg): 
“Gott hat es zugelassen, ja gewollt, dass sich in der Heiligen 
Schrift auch Fehler finden. Ich wage es, mit dem groessten 
Schriftforscher unsers Jahrhunderts, mit Hofmann, zu sagen: Die 
Heilige Schrift ist etwas Besseres als ein fehlerloses Buch.” (See 
Lehre und Wehre, 1893, p. 329.) S. Parkes Cadman: “Not every- 
thing related in Holy Scripture (Genesis, Jonah, Daniel) actually 
happened; nevertheless, actual or imaginative, all was enlisted for 
the service of its spiritual ideals.... For millions of believers the 
Bible is the more divine because of its human elements.” (Op. cit., 
pp. 247, 253.) O.L.Joseph: “Does not the human element, with its 
limitations and perchance even errors, exalt the wisdom of God in 
using such an agency to further His gracious plan?” (Ringing 
Realities, p. 217.) Would you call these Biblical statements which 
are false God’s Word? Surely! Generalsuperintendent Dr. Paul 
Blau: “Wir haben ganz ehrlich zugegeben, dass die Bibel Menschen- 
wort ist, wir koennen ihr nachweisen, dass ihr alle Unvollkommen- 
heit menschlicher Rede anhaftet. ... Die Schreiber der Buecher 
sind fehlsame, irrtumsfaehige Menschen gewesen.... Aber es ist 
alles Gotteswort.” (Die Menschwerdung Gottes, p.31f.) Hans Rust, 
Ph. D., D.D., professor in Koenigsberg: “Wir muessen das Men- 
schenwort der Heiligen Schrift in seiner ganzen Fehlsamkeit, Arm- 
seligkeit, Duerftigkeit und Anfechtbarkeit stehenlassen und es 
Gott zutrauen, dass er auch durch dieses fehlbare Menschenwort 
sein unfehlbares Gotteswort bezeugt und immer zu bezeugen im- 
stande sein wird.” (Vom Aergernis des Menschenwortes in der 
Heiligen Schrift, p. 553.)9® 





95) J.A.Cottam: “Such minor discrepancies, or errors, are not 
worth mentioning as compared with the substantial reliability of the 
whole records; for it is the whole record, and not microscopic infallibility, 
about which the Christian faith is concerned.” (Know the Truth, p. 219.) 
E. Lewis: “The integrity of the revelation does not stand or fall by the 


wrappings.” (Op. cit., p. 37.) 


96) We should like to submit a few more similar statements. The 
more, the better—since they carry their own refutation. To save 
space, we shall use smaller print. K.Girgensohn: The errors in the 
Bible are due to the special will of God, since nothing, not the least 
detail, is due to chance and since such errors, understood “spiritually” 
or “experienced,” can result in good and serve our salvation. (Op. cit., 
p. 113.) J. M. Gibson: “Though we cannot claim perfection for any 
of the organs or vehicles of inspiration, the result of the whole may be 
said to be perfect, as adapted to the accomplishment of its end.” “So 
far from finding fault or suggesting difficulty, we should recognize the 
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“Was ist das doch fuer ein loses und sinnloses Gerede!” That 
is Dr. Stoeckhardt’s reply to Grau’s proposition: “Vicious and foolish 
twaddle!” To be sure, God overrules the errors of man for good; 
but that is far from saying that God sanctions and glorifies these 
errors. No man in his senses will say that the God of Truth and 
Holiness moved the holy writers to present, for instance, legends 
and myths as truths.” “The thinking world derides you” (Burrell, 
above) when you claim to be loyal to Christ and still reject as fables 
what He stamped and sealed as truth; still more will the thinking 
world deride you when you assert that Christ knew these fables 
to be fables and still found it profitable to have men deal with them 
as true. Still more will the thinking world deride Grau when he 
alleges, in support of his monstrous proposition, that Christ, too, in 
becoming man, “was made to be sin,” was made personally subject 
to error and sin! “What vicious and foolish twaddle!” (Lehre und 
Wehre, 1893, p.329.) And when the Barthians declare that the 
erroneous word of man is in fact the real Word of God, when they 
refuse to believe that God performed the miracle of giving us by 
inspiration an infallible Bible but are ready to believe that God 
daily performs the greater miracle of enabling men to find and see 
in the fallible word of man the infallible Word of God, the thinking 
world declares: We cannot think your thoughts; hier steht einem 
der Verstand still. 


Assertion No. 8: Miracles do not occur; science does not recog- 
nize miracles; therefore the Bible, which relates miracle after 
miracle, cannot be literally inspired; it cannot be inerrant, for its 
writers put their mistaken notions about miracles into it. — That is 
the argument advanced by the extreme liberals among the moderns, 





marvelous grace of God in so lifting up the best legendary literature 
of the world as to make it a vehicle of high and pure revelation.” 
(Op. cit., pp. 145,157.) J. De Witt: “We shall learn how important and 
valuable, if not necessary, the divine sufferance of these blemishes was 
in the accomplishment of the ruling purpose of revelation.” “Even 
for us they [the enormities in the Bible] have their moral uses, if only 
by repulsion (What Is Inspiration, pp. 72, 181.) Yea, even the false 
teaching of the Bible serves a good purpose! Wilhelm Heermann 
(Ritschlian): “The doctrine of a double predestination, which, following 
Rom. 9—11, Luther” (?!) “and Calvin developed even more crudely than 
Augustine, has no basis in faith.... But the fact that the Bible contains 
such a development of thought as we find preeminently in Rom. 9: 20-23 
should also subserve our salvation, if it brings us to face the question 
whether we are prapared to follow Scripture even in that which we 
cannot understand to be a notion rooted in our faith. If we decide to do 
this, we are treating the Bible as a law-book which requires from us 
external obedience.” (Systematic Theology, p. 134.) 


97) Dr.Stoeckhardt: “Der Geist Gottes, der Allwissende, so sehr 
er sich an die Eigenheit der menschlichen Organe akkommodiert hat, 
kann doch nun und nimmer einen menschlichen Irrtum sanktionieren.” 
(Lehre und Wehre, 1886, p. 314.) 
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and they consider it unanswerable. Our answer is that the argu- 
ment constitutes a flagrant fallacy.9® 

These liberals are convinced that the miracle-stories of the 
Bible are myths or old wives’ tales, because, said A. Harnack, “mir- 
acles, of course, do not occur. That an ass spoke, that the tempest 
was stilled with one word, we do not believe that.” Science for- 
bids it, said R. Seeberg; “the world-view of the Biblical writers was, 
as we all know, different from ours. They did not possess the exact 
knowledge of the cosmic laws which we have. In those days it was 
easy to believe in miracles. Every one feels at once how far we have 
advanced beyond the naive views of the men of antiquity.” (See 
Lehre und Wehre, 1908, p.373.) H.E. Fosdick: “We used to think 
that God created the world by fiat.... Our ideas of the method of 
inspiration have changed.” “What happened to the idea of miracle 
when this onrush of inductive science overtook it is clear.” What 
happened? We do not want to live in “a land of topsyturvy, where 
axes float, dry sticks change to serpents, bedeviled swine run 
violently into the sea.” No, no, “to be a Bible Christian must we 
think, as some seem to suppose, that a fish swallowed a man, or that 
the sun and moon stood still at Joshuah’s command, or that God 
sent she-bears to eat up children who were rude to a prophet, or 
that saints long dead arose and appeared in Jerusalem when our 
Lord was crucified?” (Op. cit., pp. 30, 141, 53, 181.) Jonah, says 
Prof. J. W. Horine, was not swallowed and disgorged by the fish; 
that “is not literal history but parable or allegory.” (The Lutheran, 
March 18, 1937.) The Biblical miracle of Creation did not actually 
occur, declares Prof.O.F.Nolde; “pupils may later discard the 
scientific import of the story.” (Luth. Church Quart., July, 1939, 
p. 299.) Evolutionism has discarded that miracle with all the 
others, said E. H. Delk in the Luth. Quarterly. “The belief in or- 
ganic evolution, including the appearance of man,... has become 
the working theory of science. ... The Hebrew tradition of how man 
was made has been modified by later scientific research.... As to 
the method and duration of the creative process, the origin of 
man’s sinful nature, . .. modern thought through science, historical 
criticism, philosophy, and ethics has a modifying and illuminating 
word to say.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 1913, p. 149 ff.) And “Prof. G. 
B. Foster goes so far as to declare that a man can hardly be in- 
tellectually honest who in these days professes to believe in the 
miracles of the Bible.” (See Fundamentals, IV, p. 93.) 

The pupils of higher criticism and the professors of evolutionism 





98) We are herewith redeeming the promise made in the preceding 
article: “Their plea that science does not recognize miracles will be 
answered next month, when we take up the chapter of the fatuity of 
‘higher’ science.” 
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cannot believe in miracles. The miraculous contents of the Bible 
and of the Christian religion is offensive to them.® On that 
account they abominate Verbal, Plenary Inspiration. “No miracles” 
— that is one of the chief articles of the theology of higher criti- 
cism.!°°) And the critics are persuaded that the discussion is closed 
and the debate won when they proclaim: Science has ruled out 
the miracles. 

Not so fast, we say. Science does not rule out miracles. We 
are speaking of common, honest, every-day science. Real science 
does not teach that miracles are impossible. We have never found 
such a statement in any text-book on physics or chemistry or 
any other science. We have not yet heard that science has dis- 
covered a law which kept the Lord from sending such a great 
number of quails. Good, common, honest science knows better than 
to make such a statement. For it knows nothing of the miraculous, 
the supernatural. It sticks to the natural. It is well equipped for 
that. It is able to observe natural phenomena and it busies itself 
with studying the natural causes of them. But it has no facilities 
for studying the supernatural. It has no laboratories for testing 
creative powers. Its lenses cannot detect what is behind the 
miracles. “Mit Wundern weiss die Wissenschaft nichts zu machen” 
(E. Muehe, Biblische Merkwuerdigkeiten, p. 90.) 19) When a 
common, honest, bona-fide scientist is asked by Harnack and Fos- 
dick: What do you make of the Biblical miracles, he straightway 
answers: That is beyond my ken and province. 

But the “higher scientists” are quick to answer: We know, 
through science, that miracles cannot occur.— Men who say that 
do not think logically. They are operating with a crude fallacy. 
It is known as the petéPaors cic dAdo yévoc. It consists in applying 
the principles ruling one realm of science to a different realm of 





99) The miracles belong to “the intellectual stumbling-blocks over 
which many young people are falling when they read the Bible.” 
(Fosdick, op. cit., p. 59.) 


100) “The whole of the modern critical school of Germany is 
actuated by a fierce hatred of the supernatural. The ruling principle 
in their criticism is denunciation of the miraculous. Whatever cannot 
be brought under their scientific canons is to be rejected as mythical 
or fabulous.” (R.A. Redford, Studies in the Book of Jonah, p.6.) — Pro- 
fessor Redford goes on to say: “The critic will not follow us into the 
innermost sanctuary of Christian faith. Let us, then, remain with him 
for a while in the outer court of human judgment and reasoning.” That 
is the method we are applying. We have set forth the Christian’s 
attitude in our second and third article. Now we are asking the critics 
to apply nothing more than human judgment and reasoning. 


101) “Human science as such deals only with such things as man 
can prove by what his five senses observe and experience, only with 
what his reason can grasp and understand. What is beyond that it 
treats as an unsolved enigma. ... Science has no place for miracles.” 
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science. But everybody knows that the rules of geometry do not 
apply in psychology. And everybody ought to know that what 
is true in the realm of the natural has no bearing whatever on 
what is possible and true in the supernatural sphere. Dr. Walther 
says on this point: “We will have nothing to do with a science 
which . . . wants to sit in judgment on Scripture and correct it on 
the basis of science; which, instead of remaining in its sphere, 
wants to elevate the laws that happen to apply in its domain into 
universal laws and force them on Scripture. We regard such a 
uetéPacis eic GAAO yévos both as idolatrous and unscientific. We agree 
fully with Melanchthon when he writes: ‘As it would be insanity 
to say that the Christian doctrine could be judged by the rules of the 
cobbler’s trade, so also they err who invest philosophy with the 
righ to sit in judgment on Theology.’” (See Pieper, op. cit., p. 189.) 
On this metabasis, this incursion into a foreign field, called in 
German “Grenzueberschreitung,” a theologian wrote in the 
Deutsche Lehrerzeitung, as quoted in Lehre und Wehre, 1923, 
p. 301: “Gewiss ist es wahr, dass die Wissenschaft gewaltige Fort- 
schritte gemacht hat. ... Gewiss ist es auch wahr, dass Gott dem 
Menschen den Verstand gegeben hat, damit er ihn gebrauchen 
soll. Aber die Wahrheiten des christlichen Glaubens liegen jenseits 
der Grenzen des menschlichen Verstandes, also auch der exakten 
Wissenschaft. Und darum ist es unmoeglich, dass Glaube und 
Wissenschaft (im Vollsinn des Wortes) jemals in einen unueber- 
brueckbaren Gegensatz treten koennten. Wo er vorzuliegen scheint, 
da hat auf der einen oder andern Seite eine Grenzueberschreitung 
stattgefunden, da verwechselt man die Wissenschaft mit Glauben 
oder den Glauben mit Wissenschaft.” Indeed, “we must learn,” 
says the professor of natural history J. A. Thomson, “to render unto 
science the tribute that is its due, and to God the things that are 
His.” (Science and Religion, p. 4.) 

Among thinking men it is not permissible to apply the laws 
which obtain in physical science to divine science which deals with 
miracles. Thinking men will not permit you to say: Since science 
knows only natural causes, there is no room left in this world for 
the operation of supernatural causes. Thinking men will not permit 
you to depart from the realm of observed facts and pass judgment 
on things that lie beyond the area of observation. Thinking men 
subscribe to the statement of The Presbyterian (July 12, 1928): 
“There are two great realms of existence—the natural and the 
supernatural. Science deals only with the natural. Revelation 
deals .. . with the supernatural and its manifestation in the natural. 
When science minds its own business and confines its teaching to 
the natural, there is no conflict between revelation and science. But 
when science leaves its own proper field and tries to rise up into 
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the supernatural or the origin of the natural, then it always has 
come in conflict with the revelation and its facts. When men theo- 
rize about the origin of natural things and teach evolution, then they 
leave science and take up spurious philosophy, and this means con- 
flict and false teaching.” And it means that they are committing a 
logical crime. 

And it is not only the Bible-theologian who stigmatizes this 
metabasis as irrational and illogical.1®? There are plenty of liberal 
theologians whose logical mind forbids them to measure the super- 
natural with the natural. To quote just one of them: “This is in 
substance what is being pleaded for here. It involves the distinction 
between something we know and something in which we can only 
believe. But it also involves that no increase in what we know will 
ever dispense with that in which we believe or will make it an 
object of indubitable scientific knowledge. ... Identify the infinite 
with the creative, and we have the field into which faith may take 
us, but which can never be the object of scientific knowledge. 
‘A scientific knowledge of the Creator’ is an utter contradiction in 
terms; indeed it savors of sheer intellectual arrogance, to say 
nothing worse.” (Edwin Lewis, op. cit., p.171.) And it does not 
require Christian knowledge to see the absurdity of the reasoning 
which rejects miracles on “scientific” grounds. The heathen and the 


Jew can see it, too. “It is most absurd for one to pretend that he 





102) To quote a few more conservatives. R.A.Torrey says: “It is 
both amazing and ludicrous the way in which the enemies of the Bible 
call in as expert witnesses men who have never given any attention 
whatever to that line of study. They do it in no other branch of 
study in the world. They would be considered fools if they did. But 
they do it constantly when it comes to questions about God and the 
Bible. This method is thoroughly unscientific, illogical, and irrational.” 
(Op. cit., p. 42.) W.E.Gladstone: “Finding in the Mosaic story various 
statements which he deems to be irreconcilable with natural laws, 
Professor Huxley protests, not against those particular statements, but 
against the entire relation; and he casts aside without more ado not 
only the whole tale as it is given in Genesis but the large mass of col- 
lateral testimony, from every quarter of the globe, which supports it. 
Is this a scientific, is it a philosophical, is it altogether a rational method 
of proceeding?” (The Impregnable Rock of Holy Scripture, p. 304.) And 
consider also this: “True science does not start with an a-priori 
hypothesis that certain things are impossible, but simply examines the 
evidence to find out what has actually occurred. It does not twist its 
observed facts to make them accord with a-priori theories, but seeks 
to make its theories accord with the facts as observed. To say that 
miracles are impossible, and that no amount of evidence can prove a 
miracle, is to be supremely unscientific. ... The fact of the actual and 
literal resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead cannot be denied by 
any man who will study the evidence in the case with a candid desire 
to find what the fact is, and not merely to support an a-priori theory.” 
(The Fundamentals, V, p. 105.) 
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believes in God and in the same breath deny the supernatural 
belief that God steps in and changes the course of nature.” 1°) Prof. 
A. Einstein, who does not believe in God, may think logically when 
he denies the possibility of miracles. But one who admits the 
supernatural has no right to deny the miracles, and he reaches the 
height of absurdity when he denies them because science cannot ex- 
plain them. Dr. Einstein is our authority for such a statement. He 
says: “The doctrine of a personal God interfering with natural 
events could never be refuted in the real sense by science, for this 
doctrine can always take refuge in those domains in which scientific 
knowledge has not yet been able to set foot.” (See The Christian 
Beacon, Sept.19, 1940.) Who, then, are the real obscurantists? 
L. Gaussen: “If your wisdom makes bold to constitute itself the 
judge of what is found contained in the Bible; if it drags the book of 
God to the seashore of science, in order to collect in its vessels 
what it sees in it to be good and to throw out what it finds in it 
to be bad .. ., then it is necessary that it should be reproved; it is 
guilty of revolt; it judges God. Here there is no longer science, 
there is fascination; there is no longer progress, there is obscuran- 
tism.” (Theopneustia, p.325.)1%) He is certainly an obscurantist 
who would make the ignorance to which science confesses the 
source of knowledge. 

But, say the critics, it is not in the name of common, every-day 
science that we are ruling out the miracles; we are doing it from 
the higher reaches of science. We are applying “inductive science” 
(Fosdick), “the processes and the technique of science” (Delk); 
forsaking “pre-Kantian conceptions” (Kantonen), we operate with 
“the thought of our time,” the present “scientific era” (A. G. Bald- 
win). (See Conc. THEOL. Mruty., XII, p.395.) But these high- 
sounding names and titles cannot hide the metabasis of which 


103) Rabbi Baron told the Milwaukee Council of Churches: “I be- 
lieve in science and natural laws. Miracles are based on belief in the 
supernatural, on belief that God steps in and changes the course of 
nature. I cannot reconcile them with reason. I cannot believe in them.” 
In an open letter Rabbi Sharfman gave this reply: “If a minister, priest, 
or Rabbi doesn’t believe in the Bible-story of the Creation or in miracles, 
he has no business to be a spiritual leader. It is most absurd, etc... . 
I say, in the language of the Bible: ‘Is there anything impossible for 
the Lord?’ ... Were Moses and all the elders of Israel impostors?” 
(See The Northwestern Lutheran, Feb. 9, 1941.) 


_ 104) Dr.Pieper’s statement applies here. “One who appeals to 
natural reason in matters of the Christian religion and would make it, in 
whole or in part, the source and norm of the Christian doctrine commits 
a petaBaors sic &AXo yévoc and is enthroning human unreason in place 
of the Word of God as master and teacher.” (Op.cit., p. 238.) It is an 
absurdity of the first rank to teach that there is an almighty God and 
then to reject miracles as absurdities. 
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“higher science” is guilty. In fact, the very name “inductive 
science” unmasks it. The claim is made that, while common 
science deals only with observed facts, the philosopher has the 
right to draw deductions from these observations, and these deduc- 
tions, they say, rule out miracles. But investigation and induction 
are different matters.!) We are ready to listen to you when you 
present the results of your investigation. And we are willing to 
hear your inductions—as long as they are logical. But in the 
present case your inductions are based on a fallacy. We willingly 
grant you that science deals with nothing but natural causes; but 
when your “inductive science” infers from this that every effect 
must have a natural cause, it no longer deserves the name of 
science; and the philosophy back of it is weak in logic. 


We have noted above that the liberals have logic on their side 
when they refuse to subscribe to the self-contradictory thesis of 
the moderate critics that the Bible, inspired, contains mistakes. But 
whatever credit they have earned on this score they lose when they 
reject the miracles of the Bible for “scientific” reasons. They are 
breaking one of the fundamental laws of logical thinking. Do you 
know what this metabasis really is? The handbooks of logic list 
as one of the material fallacies the converse fallacy of accident. 
And metabasis is a species of this common fallacy. The logician 
will not permit you to say that “a statement which is true when 
certain conditions are present is true generally.” What did you 
think of the scientists, mentioned in the preceding article, who 
deduced from the fact that the ants of their locality do not do 
certain things that the ants of Palestine did not do these things? 
And now we are being told in the name of “inductive science” 
that, because science has not discovered and cannot observe super- 
natural forces, supernatural forces are non-existent. 

“Kurzum, es ist so albern, so laecherlich, was die Bibelfeinde 
ueber solche geringfuegige Verschiedenheit des Berichts sagen, 
dass es einen anekelt, nur noch mehr darueber zu reden.” (Proc., 
Western District, 1865, p. 46.) That applies to all of their argu- 
ments. “Anekelt” —it is nauseating. So we had better pause a 
while. We must not discuss too many of their fatuities at one time. 


(To be continued) TH. ENGELDER 


; 105) “Many a man who is very safe in the department of investiga- 
tion and perfectly trustworthy so long as he confines himself to the simple 
results of observation and experiment is as unsafe whenever he ventures 
into the department of philosophy or logic and attempts to draw in- 
ferences from his investigations; his conclusions may be as inaccurate 
and unsound as his experiments are careful and exact. The fact is, 
investigation and induction belong to different departments; and we 
are not always to adopt the inferences of the most accurate investigator.” 
(A.T. Pierson, Many Infallible Proofs, p. 142.) 
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A Suggestion for a Lutheran Compline (Late Evening) 
Service 


At the risk of appearing to introduce what might at first blush 
seem to be an irrelevant thought, we feel constrained to refer 
once more to some of the doctrinal considerations which must ever 
be paramount in our attitude toward liturgical questions and 
liturgical problems. 

The first of these considerations, quite obviously and neces- 
sarily, is that connected with the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone, the corner-stone of all Christian theology and the shib- 
boleth of Lutheran dogmatics. If we desire to observe the implica- 
tions of this doctrine in our public worship, we must obviously 
abstain from any acts which would place the works of man in the 
foreground. Our Lutheran worship fundamentally represents only 
one thing: It introduces the poor sinner to the grace of God in 
Christ, gives him the assurance of God’s unmerited love and 
mercy in Word and Sacrament, and then dismisses him with the 
injunction, stated or implied: “Go thy way; sin no more. Let the 
love of Christ constrain thee in thy whole life.” The only response 
to this sacramental part of the Lutheran form of worship on the 
part of the worshipers is that of the sacrificial acts of supplication, 
prayer (including intercession), and giving of thanks — the sacri- 
fices or fruits of the lips. The highest and best response of the 
Lutheran Christian to the blessings received during the church 
service is that of his whole life, with his body, in all situations 
of life, presented to the Lord as a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable 
to God, which is the Christian’s reasonable service. 

The second doctrinal consideration which must govern the 
Lutheran liturgical thinking is that pertaining to the means of 
grace, the Word and the Sacraments, Baptism and the Eucharist. 
We keep in mind, in the first place, that these are the only means 
of grace, understanding fully that, strictly speaking, the Sacra- 
ments receive their power or efficacy only from the Word. As 
Luther puts it: “Baptism is . . . the water comprehended in God’s 
command and connected with God’s Word.” And again: “It is not 
the eating and drinking that does them, but the words here 
written.” Only by and through these means of grace, as the 
Verbum audibile and the Verbum visibile, does God dispense the 
fruits of the redemption wrought by our blessed Savior. Hence 
the means of grace are to receive the chief, the most prominent 
place in our Lutheran worship. We indicate their importance by 
placing them in the chancel, as the sanctuary of our church- 
buildings, or so near to the chancel as to make their position 
obvious. For we know that they are truly means of grace, that 
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through them only does God dispense the blessings of salvation. 
Prayer in itself is not a means of grace, the instrument by and 
through which God dispenses His grace, although it may rightly 
be called, on the part of the worshipers, a means toward this 
grace, inasmuch as prayer rests upon the promises of the Gospel 
and makes use, as much as possible, of the very words of Holy 
Scripture. Yet the sacramental element of our Lutheran worship, 
not the sacrificial, must receive prime consideration and be given 
chief emphasis. 

The third doctrinal consideration which must be kept in mind 
by all Lutheran liturgiologists is that pertaining to the Church and 
the Christian ministry. According to the Word of God, the pastors 
or ministers of the Church do not represent a separate class or 
station; they are called servants of the Word, and although the 
scope of their office is given in the Scriptures, they function only 
by virtue of the call extended to them by the Christian congre- 
gation. Although they are to excel in certain priestly functions, 
especially in that of intercession for their parishioners and all 
those who come within the scope of their ministrations, they do 
not hold a separate priestly office which differs from the position 
held by all believers, all of whom, according to Scripture, 1 Pet. 2:9; 
Rev. 1:6, have been made priests before God and the Father. The 
Church, the Christian congregation, is in possession of all the 
blessings which have come to men through the redemption wrought 
by Christ, and the minister, or pastor, merely administers or 
applies the means of grace in public (von Gemeinschafts wegen) 
when he preaches and teaches, when he administers the Sacrament 
and pronounces the absolution, whether publicly or privately. 
A true conception of Lutheran liturgics, therefore, requires that 
the church-building itself, with all its parts and appointments, 
including also the arrangements of the chancel and the vestments 
of the clergy, shall in no way represent a false conception of the 
ministry. For example, a Lutheran congregation should not permit 
the installation of a Communion railing so as to form a per- 
manent barricade between the nave and the chancel, as in the 
Roman Catholic Church; for the believer must at all times have 
direct access to the altar, symbolical as it is of the Throne of 
Grace. It should also be remembered, in agreement with the 
considerations offered above, that the pastor, when not on official 
duty in the chancel proper, has no more right to occupy a special 
chair or cathedra there than any other member of the congregation. 
He is to be in the chancel only when officiating von Gemeinschafts 
wegen; if not so occupied, he should either withdraw to the sacristy 
for prayer or occupy one of the sedilia placed at the entrance of, 
but not within, the chancel. Finally, we ought to give this matter 
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some very serious consideration, whether a Lutheran pastor should 
ever wear garments, as in the Roman Catholic and in the Anglican 
Church, which have a specific priestly character, according to the 
symbolism attached to them after centuries of use. It will be well 
for every one concerned to study the various dicta of Luther on 
the question of vestments as worn by the clergy. Extracts from 
the Reformer’s remarks on questions regarding the liturgy were 
published in this periodical a few years ago. 

And still we have not concluded our preliminary remarks on 
the general subject of Lutheran liturgics. The Formula of Concord 
found it necessary, almost four hundred years ago, to raise its 
voice in warning against a possible abuse of Christian liberty in 
the field of liturgics. The main points of the argument will bear 
repeating even at this late day, and perhaps with peculiar emphasis. 
The framers of that masterpiece of clear-cut statements wrote: 
“In like manner, too, such ceremonies should not be reckoned 
among the genuine free adiaphora, or matters of indifference, as 
make a show or feign the appearance, as though our religion and 
that of the Papists were not far apart. . ., when a reentering into 
the Papacy and a departure from the pure doctrine of the Gospel 
and true religion should occur or gradually follow therefrom... . 
Likewise, when there are useless, foolish displays, that are profit- 
able neither for good order nor Christian discipline nor evangelical 
propriety in the Church, these also are not genuine adiaphora, 
or matters of indifference.” (Concordia Triglotta, pp. 1053, 1055.) 
No Lutheran congregation, no Lutheran pastor, can afford to risk 
the suspicion that we have no solid foundation for our Lutheran 
liturgics and that we should make concessions in the interest of 
a repristination which may endanger confessional standards. Even 
if we should attempt to do so, we cannot set aside certain his- 
torical facts which have influenced liturgical (and confessional) 
attitudes in the past and will most certainly continue to do so 
also in the future. 

But here the question may be raised, in view of all the con- 
siderations which have been offered: Why a suggestion for a 
Lutheran service of compline? In reply we should like to state 
that the completorium or compline in its original form was not 
a specific Roman Catholic service, no more than the service of 
matins or vespers or any other of the canonical hours was dis- 
tinctly papistical. That development came later. During the 
Canono-Catholic period of the Church, and especially during the 
centuries before so many flagrant and subversive errors were in- 
troduced into the Church, the various services of the canonical 
hours served a very excellent purpose. Matins, for example, cele- 
brated just before dawn, looked forward to the coming of a new day 
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under the guidance of the Lord. If some of the ideas of Lauds 
were added to the liturgy of matins, the praise of God for His 
works of creation and regeneration is the most prominent feature 
of the service. At vespers, which marks the close of the working 
day, the purpose is to look back upon the blessings of the day 
with a grateful heart and to parise God’s providence and grace. 
The four psalms with their antiphons, as in use from early days, the 
lection with its responsorium, the Magnificat, the litany, and the 
Lord’s Prayer, fitly combined to express the thoughts which move 
the heart of a Christian before darkness descends. The comple- 
torium, or late evening service, looked back once more upon the 
entire day, just before the faithful retired for the night. The 
believer turned to the grace of his Lord and pleaded for forgive- 
ness and mercy; he admonished his soul to be vigilant during the 
night season and commended his spirit into the hands of his Re- 
deemer. In the early period of the Church the service of com- 
pline included three psalms without antiphons, a hymn, a lection 
with antiphon, the litany, and the Benediction. Later the canticle 
Nunc Dimittis was introduced as being the most perfect and all- 
embracing prayer of commendation. 

Viewed from its practical side, the service of compline is 
really more appropriate for an evening service after nightfall or 
immediately before the normal hour for retiring than is the service 
of vespers. The custom of conducting vespers, or evensong, at 
about five o’clock in the afternoon is gaining favor, and in that 
case the service of vespers may well be retained. But for those 
congregations and pastors who have an evening service in addi- 
tion to the evensong services in the late afternoon, or those who 
desire an order which is really most appropriate for the close of 
the day, the service of compline may be most welcome. Naturally 
we go back to Canono-Catholic times, eliminating the additions and 
excrescences which are found in the Roman Catholic missal, just 
as Luther did in retaining the services of matins and vespers. We 
find some fairly good models in a few Lutheran agendas and 
church orders, and the Protestant Episcopal Church in U.S.A. 
offers the service of compline in a very acceptable sequence, which 
can easily be adapted to Lutheran principles. 

What are the factors which must be kept in mind by the 
Lutheran liturgiologist in selecting a logical and meaningful ser- 
vice of compline? Naturally the confession of sins at the close 
of day will be represented. Then we must have an appropriate 
psalmody. An admonition to maintain vigilance during the night 
season and to commend one’s soul into the hands of the heavenly 
Father must be included. And we should certainly want the Nunc 
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Dimittis, which so fittingly and comprehensively establishes the 
right relation between the believer and his God before he retires 
for the night. The following order of service embraces all the 
elements referred to, as in use in the Church from early times. 


THE INTRODUCTION 


Vv. Our help is in the name of the Lord: 
R. Who made heaven and earth. 


V. Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Ghost: 
R. As it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world with- 


out end. Amen. 
THE CONFITEOR 


Pastor: We confess to God Almighty, the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, to one another, and to the whole Church of Christ; that 
we have sinned exceedingly, in thought, word, and deed, and by 
omission, through our fault, our own fault, our own grievous fault. 
Wherefore we pray God to grant us forgiveness. 


Pastor (and Assembly): Almighty God, be gracious unto us and for- 
give us all our sins; deliver us from all evil, confirm and strengthen 
us in all goodness and holy conduct, and bring us to everlasting life. 
Amen. 

Pastor: May the gracious and merciful Lord grant us pardon for 
all our sins, true repentance, amendment of life, and the comfort and 
power of the Holy Spirit. Amen. 


Then shall be sung a 
HYMN 


THE PSALMODY 
Behold, bless ye the Lord, all ye servants of the Lord: 
Which by night stand in the house of the Lord. 
Lift up your hands in the sanctuary and bless the Lord: 
The Lord that made heaven and earth bless thee out of Zion. 
(Or: ) 
O God, my God, early will I seek Thee: 


My soul thirsteth for Thee, my flesh longeth for Thee in a dry and 
thirsty land, where no water is. 


Because Thy loving-kindness is better than life: 

My lips shall praise Thee. 

My soul shall be satisfied as with marrow and fatness: 

And my mouth shall praise Thee with joyful lips; 

When I remember Thee upon my bed: 

And meditate on Thee in the night watches. 

Because Thou hast been my Help: 

Therefore in the shadow of Thy wings will I rejoice. 

V. Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Ghost: 
R. As it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world 


without end. Amen. 
THE APOSTLES’ CREED 
THE ADDRESS 
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THE LITTLE CHAPTER 


V. Thou, O Lord, art in the midst of us, and we are called by Thy 
name; leave us not, O Lord, our God: 


R. Thanks be to God. 
V. Into Thy hands I commend my spirit: 
R. Thou hast redeemed me, O Lord, Thou God of truth. 


V. Brethren, be sober, be vigilant, because your adversary, the 
devil, walketh about seeking whom he may devour; whom resist stead- 
fast in the faith. 

Then may be sung a 


HYMN 


THE NUNC DIMITTIS 
V. Lord, now lettest Thou Thy servant depart in peace: 
R. According to Thy Word; 
V. For mine eyes have seen Thy salvation: 
R. Which Thou hast prepared before the face of all people; 
V. A Light to lighten the Gentiles: 
R. And the Glory of Thy people Israel. 
V. Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to Holy Ghost: 
R 


. As it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world 
without end. Amen. ™ be 
THE KYRIE 


Lord, have mercy upon us. 
Christ, have mercy upon us. 
Lord, have mercy upon us. 
THE LORD’S PRAYER 
V. Vouchsafe, O Lord: 
R. To keep us this night without sin. 
V. O Lord, let Thy mercy be upon us: 
R. According as our hope is in Thee. 
V. Lord, hear our prayer: 
R. And let our cry come unto Thee. 


THE COLLECT 


Lighten our darkness, we beseech Thee, O Lord, and by Thy great 
mercy defend us from all perils and dangers of this night; for the 
love of Thine only Son, our Savior, Jesus Christ. Amen. 


(Or: ) 
Hear us, O Lord, and deliver us from all adversity and error, that 


we and Thy whole Church may serve Thee in the freedom of peace 
and truth, through Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen. 


V. Bless we the Lord: 
R. Thanks be to God. 
THE BENEDICTION 
This is the suggested order for compline. It is short, but 
comprehensive. It seems to meet all the requirements of Lu- 
theran principles and of logical order. It should serve the purpose 
of a Lutheran completorium. P. E. KreEtzMANN 
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Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


Eighth Sunday after Trinity 
Matt. 19:16-26 

The scope of the text (see Gospel Harmony) is Law and 
Gospel: the old doctrine of sin and grace. The sermon will be 
a doctrinal one. It will take us by surprise; for we expected to whip 
the rich into hell and to exalt the poor into heaven. However, the 
disciples were quick to comprehend, and therefore, in exceeding 
amazement, they asked the question: 


Who, then, Can be Saved? 
Jesus answered 
1. With men this is impossible 
2. But with God all things are possible 


1 


A) With men, etc., for all men are sinners, rich in self-right- 
eousness, poor in true righteousness, transgressors of the supreme 
rule and of the Golden Rule. 

The young man was rich in temporal possessions, which he 
loved, v.22. Riches relative: very rich, rich, fairly rich, less rich — 
depending on the standard of comparison set arbitrarily by the in- 
dividual’s envy and greed. A relatively poor man holds to his 
own with as tight a grip as the rich. This text is a warning also to 
the poor, for it teaches that all men are guilty of the same attitude 
toward earthly riches. Does the balance in our Lord’s treasury 
prove anything? Even while we inwardly rejoice, being poor, that 
the relatively rich must hear their timely lesson today, along comes 
Peter, even Peter, and connects to v. 21 his question in v.27. And 
he a child of God! He blasts our hidden hope that the man in the 
pulpit is an exception to the all-inclusive “with men.” Matt. 6: 24, 30. 

The young man was rich in self-righteousness, vv. 17b—20. 
The rich have a better chance to do good and thus to keep the com- 
mandments? Therefore they are closer to heaven than the poor? 
Poverty is handicapped? True or false? See Luke 16:9-11. Jesus 
tries those rich in self-righteousness by a challenge, a promise, and 
an invitation, v.21. Critical moment. It was not lost, for the con- 
science was pricked; the conviction of the guilt of self-righteous- 
ness, of insufficiency, of imperfection, overwhelmed the young man. 
Lacking, he turned to his riches. Again Jesus, shifting His appli- 
cation from the individual to the masses, omits the designation 
“tich” in His statement “With men this is impossible.” Rom. 3:23. 
“Here consider your station according to the Ten Commandments 
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... other injury.” We boast of our good works and forget our sins 
of omission. To keep the commandments is impossible; hence 
salvation is impossible with men. In perplexity and amazement we 
ask: Who, then, can be saved? We hide away like Adam and Eve. 
How would v. 22 read in your case? He turned sorrowfully away 
because, being poor, he loved his few possessions, because he loved 
his children more than Jesus, because he loved pleasure, because 
he deified his reason? All this time I wanted to say: Thou art 
the man! 

B) The impossibility leads to despair. The disciples under- 
stood Jesus. Why try to ascertain whether “camel” was the term 
for an anchor rope, or “needle’s eye” a small gate in the wall- 
door? In either case there would be a slight possibility of entering 
through, which Jesus denies. The anchor rope can be threaded 
through the needle fiber by fiber; the camel can be stripped of its 
burden and enter through the small gate. But, clearly, Jesus speaks 
of an impossibility. Therefore this figure of speech generally em- 
ployed by the Jews to denote an impossibility must be applied 
literally to pound into the mind and heart the utter impossibility of 
salvation by works. This means that every one of us is a sinner 
who cannot enter heaven. There is no exception among us. This is 
exceedingly amazing. It crushes us to despair. Hymn 310, v. 3. 


2 


a) Jesus reveals Himself as the true God, vv. 16, 17. 

b) In Christ the salvation of man is possible. Christ has made 
it possible by the work of redemption. Objective justification is 
a fact. 

c) Now He seeks the subjective justification of every individual, 
calling and inviting each to come to Him and to follow Him, v. 21. 

d) When the sinner was converted to Christ, a miracle hap- 
pened. God did that which was impossible with men: He saved 
the sinner by His grace through faith in Christ, which He Himself 
wrought in him, Eph. 1:19, 20, and the camel has entered through 
the needle’s eye. 

e) Thus, and only thus, are we saved, without respect of per- 
sons. Why, then, are we saved and not the others? Peter, and not 
the rich young man? -We must divide the question. Only then can 
we answer it. We are saved by grace only, without the deeds of the 
Law. The young man and others are lost by their own fault. Ob- 
stinately, and sometimes sorrowfully, they decline Christ’s gracious 
invitation. Jesus wanted the young man in the kingdom of heaven, 
v. 21. 

f) Can we living miracles of God thank Him sufficiently for 
His grace? Out of true gratitude serve Him as one redeemed from 
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under the Law and now above the Law and under the Gospel, daily 
accepting the invitation, fruitful in good works, rejoicing in the 
promise of reward, but always mindful that it is a reward of grace 
and not of merit. G. H. SmuKau 





Ninth Sunday after Trinity 
Matt. 16: 24-28 

Our Gospel, beginning with “then,” points back to the incident 
in vv. 21-23, where we are told how Christ, after having predicted 
His impending suffering, was rebuked by Peter and so was Himself 
obliged to admininster a stern reproof to this impulsive disciple. 
The well-meaning but foolish apostle did not wish to see his Master 
take upon Himself so heavy a cross, but this was prompted by things 
“that be of men,” that is, by his carnal reason. After all, Peter did 
not wish for himself a life of suffering coming to him with his 
Lord’s suffering. There are many Christians today who, as Peter, 
do not care to suffer but desire for themselves ease, pleasure, and 
glory on earth. But Christianity is something very serious and 
must be taken seriously. We have reason to consider with Holy 


earnestness 
The Christian Life 
1. Its high demand 2. Its glorious gain 
1 


A) The Christian life is described in our text as a “coming 
after Me,” v. 24. Having accepted Christ as his Savior, the Christian 
follows the Redeemer. The Christian therefore dare not plan his 
own life; it is planned and directed by his Lord, John 21:18 f.; 2 Cor. 
12:7-9. Christians must therefore heed the high demand which the 
life in Christ makes on them. 

a) They must deny themselves, v. 24, must renounce their own 
natural self, their natural wicked desires, in short, all evil in- 
clinations and tendencies of their Old Adam, 1 Cor. 9: 24-27; Gal. 
2:20; 5:24; Rom. 6:6: 

b) They must take up their cross, v. 24, cheerfully endure all 
sufferings which the profession of Christ entails and otherwise 
joyously bear all cross which, for their good, God places upon them, 
Phil. 2:5 ff.; cf. Matt. 10:38; Mark 8:34; Luke 9:23; 14:27; Acts 
14:22; 1 Thess. 3:3. Note the emphasis with which this lesson is 
taught. 

c) They must follow Christ, v. 24, that is, do all things de- 
manded of them in obedience to God, as He did, John 4:34; Col. 
3:10; Eph. 4:24; 1 Thess. 4:3; Eph. 2:10; 1 Cor. 10:31; 1 Pet. 4:10; etc. 

B) Why the Christian life makes such high demand, wv. 25, 26. 

a) Whosoever will save his temporal life by yielding to his 
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carnal appetites, refusing to bear his cross and to obey God, thus 
renouncing the Savior and casting away faith, shall lose the eternal 
life which Christ has secured for all men by His holy Passion, 
Mark 16:16; 2 Pet. 2:1. 

b) There is nothing which a man may give in exchange for his 
soul, v. 26; Ps. 49:7, 8; Luke 16:23 ff.; Heb. 9:27. Once the soul is 
lost, all is lost. 

As we consider these earnest words of our Savior, let us keep 
in mind not only the gross lusts and sins which every decent person 
regards as shameful, such as murder, adultery, theft, and the like, 
but also such sins as are committed by thought, desire, and word 
and, above all, the sins against the first table of the Decalog, “fine 
idolatry,” “not praying, praising, and giving thanks,” “not gladly 
hearing and learning God’s Word,” as also carnal pride, covetous- 
ness, impure conversation, inward unwillingness to renounce the 
devil, the world, and the flesh and to obey God’s will, etc. The 
demand is high indeed! Matt. 19:25f.; Mark 10:26. 


2 


A) There is a glorious gain for the true believer, who in 
sincere love leads a Christian life pleasing to God. 

a) He comes after Christ, v. 24; that is, he is His true disciple; 
and Christian discipleship is the greatest bliss to which a man can 
attain, Matt. 13:16; 16:17; Matt.5:11; 1 Pet. 4:14. 

b) He shall find his life, v. 25; that is, he shall secure eternal 
life by grace; and, oh, how glorious eternal life is! John 5:28 f.; Dan. 
12:2; Phil. 3:21; 1 Cor. 15:51, 52; Luke 23:43; Rev. 14:13; 1 John 3:2; 
Ps. 16:11; John 17:24; Rom. 8:18. 

c) He shall receive a rich reward of grace, v. 27; Matt. 25:31 ff.; 
5:3 ff.; 5:12; 1Cor.15:41ff. This salvation is sure, v.28. Jeru- 
salem’s destruction foreshadowed the coming final Judgment, which, 
however, means to believers eternal salvation, just as the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem did not harm Christ’s followers who lived at that 
time, Matt. 24:16; Luke 21: 28. 


B) If Christ found it necessary to admonish His disciples so 
earnestly then, how much more do we need His warning today! 
1John1:8f.; 2:11,15-17. The line of demarcation. between the 
Church and the world is rapidly disappearing. 2 Tim. 3:1; 4:3. 

Application. —- We must by God’s grace cultivate a truly spir- 
itual spirit, weaning our hearts from this world and setting our 
affection on the things above, Col.3:1,2. “Watch and pray!” 
The warnings of our text were addressed to the disciples by the 
loving Savior, who earnestly desired their salvation. V.26. Judas 
lost his soul. But eleven were saved. God grant us steadfastness 
in faith for Jesus’ sake! J. THEODORE MUELLER 
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Tenth Sunday after Trinity 
Luke 19:1-10 

Jesus on his last journey to Jerusalem passes through Jericho. 
This city, once accursed of God (Jos.6:26; 1 Kings 16:34), be- 
comes the scene of another of those wondrous demonstrations with 
which the ministry of our Lord is replete, a demonstration of his 
love of sinners and of the truth of the sweet Gospel “The Son of 
Man is come to seek and to save that which was lost.” 

The recipient of the Savior’s grace is Zacchaeus, the chief of 
publicans at Jericho. His experience affords comfort and en- 
couragement to sinners to the end of days. Zacchaeus sought to 
see Jesus. For a helpful understanding of his experience, as set 
forth in the beautiful story of our text, let us consider 


The Desire of Zacchaeus to See Jesus 
Note 


1. How this desire arises 2. Wherein it reveals itself 
3. How gloriously it is satisfied 


1 


A) The desire of Zachaeus to see Jesus was not like that of 
Herod (Luke 23:8), the desire of idle curiosity. It is not likely 
that this hard-headed business man, interested only in his business 
and profits, should entertain such curiosity concerning Jesus. Mere 
curiosity would not have prompted him to satisfy his desire in a 
manner that exposed him, the wealthy and prominent business 
man, to ridicule. 

B) His longing to see Jesus had quite another source. His 
wealth had failed to give him true peace of mind and happiness. 
The manner of amassing it had cost him the good will of his 
fellow-men. His business had stifled the finer sentiments of 
human sympathy and charity, had made him hard and incon- 
siderate. All the seeming advantages it had brought him, easy 
living, prominence, etc., failed utterly to recompense him for the 
troubled conscience that was his. As a Jew, he knew the Law of 
Moses. His undeniable transgressions had brought the wrath of 
God and the curse of the Law upon him. A troubled conscience 
had made him an unhappy man despite his wealth and position. — 
Then he had heard of Jesus, whose fame filled the land. He had 
heard not only of Jesus’ claim of deity and Messiahship but also 
of His love of sinners. All that he had heard filled his heart 
with the assurance that Jesus was indeed the Savior he needed, 
and with a longing to see Jesus. Connected with this longing was 
a ray of hope that in this Jesus he, too, might find that peace of 
mind which his wealth had failed to give him, peace of mind 
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forfeited by sin, peace of mind that can come only with the assur- 
ance that man is at peace with God. This longing was the beginning 
of faith wrought in the heart of Zacchaeus by God’s Holy Spirit. — 
A troubled, yet hopeful heart, hopeful because it trusted in what 
he had heard about Jesus, was the source of Zacchaeus’s desire 
to see Jesus. 


C) Application. 2 


A) When Jesus came to Jericho, the desire of Zacchaeus to 
see him was most strikingly evidenced. Here was his opportunity! 
No obstacles (the press of people, his small stature), no fear of 
ridicule (the big business man sitting in a tree!), could stop him 
now. To see Jesus, to hear Him, became the paramount business 
of that day. 

B) True desire to see Jesus must ever evidence itself. Though 
invisibly, nevertheless truly, Jesus journeys through the world 
today in the precious Gospel of His redeeming love. Wherever 
that is proclaimed, there is Jesus passing through, presenting 
golden opprotunities to see Him, who He is and what He means 
to a lost world. True desire to see Him will evidence itself today 
in glad hearing of the Gospel.— Alas, how easily we yield to 
obstacles and fear of ridicule! Our age is too much given to con- 
venience, even in the matter of seeing Jesus. How many are 


willing to give the evidence of Zacchaeus? God strengthen our 
desire to see Jesus, in whom we rest all our hope in time and 
eternity, to hear and read His Word where He reveals Himself 
tous! Surely, the proper evidence of such desire cannot but follow. 


3 


A) Gloriously beyond all expectations Jesus satisfied the 
desire of Zacchaeus. Zacchaeus had hoped for a passing glimpse, 
for just a word of reassurance. Instead, Jesus, beholding Zac- 
chaeus and discerning his very thoughts, pauses and addresses him: 
vv. 5,6. “Hasten,” Jesus bids Zacchaeus in evidence of the Savior’s 
joy in finding and saving another sinner and of the importance of 
the moment. Hasten, do not delay, the opportunity may never 
return. And joyfully Zacchaeus did hasten. Not moments but 
hours of his precious fleeting time Jesus devotes to this one 
sinner, convincing him beyond a doubt and for inexpressible hap- 
piness, that indeed He is the Savior of sinners, the Son of God 
come into the world to seek and to save that which was lost. 
Salvation in the fullest, sweetest sense had indeed come to Zac- 
chaeus and his house. 

B) The evidence of a satisfied longing, v.8. A vow of love 
and gratitude. Emphasize the spontaneity of the vow. Also the 
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large amount of the offering. The restitution vow also exceeds the 
requirements of the Law of Moses and gives evidence of the 
complete transformation effected in Zacchaeus through the power 
of Jesus’ love. 


C) Application. — Thus will the Savior of sinners ever satisfy 
the longing of a sinner’s heart and bring salvation to every house 
into which He is received. Thus the power of Jesus’ love will 
ever transform sinful human hearts, filling them with love and 
gratitude, with willingness to serve Him here in time and hereafter 
in eternity. Hymn 99:3. Aus. F. BERNTHAL 





Eleventh Sunday after Trinity 
Mark 12: 41-44 

Many passages of the Bible teach the virtue of Christian giving, 
Mal. 3:10; Luke 6:38; 1 Tim. 6:17,18; Gal.6:9,10. But the Bible 
also teaches Christian giving on the basis of example. It does not 
only tell us of the many and wonderful gifts of the children of 
Israel, who frequently gave much more than the tithe, Ex. 35:22; 
36:5; 1 Chron. 29:3, 4; it also brings us the story of the widow’s 
mites, which sets before us in very simple language, a very humble 
person who became 


A Striking Example of Christian Giving 
1. This example shows us the proper spirit of giving 
2. It gives us an inspiration as to the amount to be given 


1 


A) Context. The Savior had just delivered a rather stirring 
message. He had taught in the Temple and had directed His words 
particularly to the self-righteous Pharisees and scribes (vv. 38-40), 
and then “Jesus sat over against the treasury,” v.41. We of course 
do not know exactly where this treasury was located, but most Bible 
commentators think of the thirteen trumpet-shaped metal recep- 
tacles, each marked by a letter of the Hebrew alphabet and placed 
in the court of the women, to receive the gifts of the worshipers for 
the benefit of the Temple and the temple tax. Near them and over 
against them Jesus sat down to watch the people as they made 
their contributions. 


B) Jesus is interested in the gifts of His people, v.4la. This 
was true in Old Testamnt times, when it was definitely demanded 
that every faithful Israelite bring one tenth of his income as an 
offering to God, Lev. 27:30. Lambs without blemish, perfect bul- 
locks, were brought as offerings. And Jesus noticed when they did 
their share and when they did not give in the right way. (Cf. Is. 1: 
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11-14; 43:24; Mal.3:8.) What was true in the days of the Old 
Testament is true also in the days of the New Testament. Jesus 
still keeps a watchful eye on the treasury to see who gives, in what 
spirit they give, and how much they give. Many people do not like 
the idea of giving under the watchful eye of the Savior; they do not 
like to have any one know how miserably small their gift is; they 
do not like to have people know in what spirit they are bringing 
their gift to the altar. Still it is true today, Jesus still watches the 
treasury, watches every collection basket, watches every church 
envelope. 

C) The Savior saw that many rich people put in much, v. 41b. 
Some of them may have come to give merely from a sense of duty, 
some merely to keep their standing in the church and not really 
out of love to God. But the Bible merely tells us the fact that rich 
people gave much. 

D) The Savior, however, definitely picked out one who gave 
in the right way and in the right spirit, vv. 42,43. The very fact 
that the Savior commends her is evidence of the fact that she gave 
in the right spirit. Even though she gave as much as she gave, the 
Savior would not have commended her if she had not given freely, 
voluntarily, gratefully, as the fruit of faith 1 Cor. 13:3. What this 
woman teaches by example the Bible again and again teaches by 
precept, 2 Cor. 9:7; Rom. 12:8. 


E) Unless we give gladly, freely, cheerfully, we shall never 
have the joy of giving. As long as we look upon giving as an 
obligation forced upon us, we shall always feel as though a part 
of us is being cut off, amputated, when we give a dollar or a larger 
sum. “God loveth a cheerful giver.” 


2 


A) V.42. On the surface it looks as though this amount is 
very small, only two mites, about one fourth of a cent, or two and 
one half mills. Certainly this amount was small, and yet people 
have criticized her for giving as much as she gave. Some say she 
should have kept the money for her own support, or she should 
have at least kept half of it. This is the attitude of worldly wisdom. 

B) The Savior definitely says: V.43. The Savior considered 
this matter so important that He called His disciples together. He 
begins His statement by saying: “Verily I say unto you,” which 
always indicates the importance of His message. The disciples are 
to hear something for their own personal benefit, and at the same 
time they are to learn the principle according to which all gifts in 
the Church are to be estimated. 

C) Since the Savior emphasized the smallness of her gift and 
still said that she gave more than all the rest, it is evident that He 
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was not comparing the sums involved, but rather the quality of the 
gift. The rich people had only given their surplus and not even all 
of that. The poor widow of her want did cast in all that she had, 
even all her living. Hers was a sacrifice indeed. By giving her last 
cent, she placed herself completely into the keeping of God, who 
could and would provide for her far better and more surely than 
a million times any number of mites could. 


D) The woman gave so little, and still she gave so much. Did 
this widow starve? God undoubtedly took care of her. But can 
you imagine yourself doing as she did without the fear of starving? 
Many who live in abundance decline to give or give too little, be- 
cause they fear they will not have enough for the future. Their lack 
of faith robs their giving of its true value. The widow’s gift, though 
of copper, was gold in the eyes of God. How do your gifts look in 
His eyes? The widow’s act cannot be mechanically reproduced. 
Copy her faith; then you will be in her class, and the size of your 
gift will take care of itself. If you will, like the Macedonians of 
old, first give yourself to the Lord, if you will let the love of Christ 
constrain you, then you will also do as they did and give much. 
2 Cor. 8:2, 3. 


The widow in the Temple certainly should inspire us to give 
much for the work of God’s kingdom. Just think how, even in 
money, this widow’s gift has multiplied endlessly. How many 
givers’ hearts has she not helped to purify, to fill with stronger 
faith, and to make truly generous in their giving. When the final 
computation is made in heaven, the interest which this woman gets 
will be far beyond anything that the gifts of others could possibly 
produce. May the example of this poor widow, by God’s grace, in- 
spire us to ever greater trust in God and to more generous support 
of His kingdom! E. L. RoscHKE 





Twelfth Sunday after Trinity 


John 8, 31-45 


To be a Christian and merely to be religious are two different 
things. Many people who openly despise preaching and God’s 
Word still would object to being called irreligious and unbelievers. 
They would rather point to their Christian ancestry, their associa- 
tion with Christians, their good character and citizenship, as evi- 
dence that they, too, belong to Christ’s flock. Our text presents 
a group of people who claimed to be very religious; yet Jesus says 
of them: “Ye are of your father, the devil,” v.44, and calls them 
unbelievers, v. 45. 
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Why Many who Are Outwardly Religious Still Are 
No Followers of Christ 


1. Because they still are the slaves of sin. 


Jesus was dealing with some Jews of His time who claimed 
to be religious and yet were His enemies. They piously main- 
tained: “We have one Father, even God,” v. 41; they claim to be 
members of God’s kingdom by their descent: “We be Abraham’s 
seed,” v.33, and “Abraham is our father,” v. 39. 

In spite of these claims they were slaves of sin, i. e., such as 
willingly continued in sin. Jesus implies this, saying: “Whosoever 
committeth sin is the servant (slave) of sin,” v.34. He also points 
out their specific sins: “Ye seek to kill me,” v.40; “The lusts of 
your father ye will (@éAete) do,” v.44. They boasted of a freedom 
which they did not possess and therefore haughtily rejected the offer 
of Christ to make them free from the slavery of sin, v. 32. 

Likewise many today are desirous of appearing religious but 
willingly live in some pet sin: greed, immorality, love of money, 
enmity with their neighbor, etc. 

But Christ’s verdict over all such is: “The servant (i.e., the 
slave) of sin abideth not in the house,” v.35; he does not belong 
in God’s kingdom. Though such a one claim to be in God’s “house,” 
he is but a slave, who has no place therein. Are you still a slave 
of sin? 


2. Because they believe a mere outward profession is sufficient. 


The Jews of the Old Testament days were a highly favored 
people, Rom. 3:2; 9:5. Those of Christ’s time enjoyed the special 
privilege of seeing and hearing their Messiah. Yet we read: John 
1:11. It is astonishing to observe that this chosen race of old is 
generally the most persistent in rejecting Christ. 

The Jews of Christ’s time believed that outward profession and 
membership in the chosen race guaranteed them the favor of God. 
Their argument against Christ’s charge of their slavery in sin is: 
“We be Abraham’s seed,” v.33. His accusation that they perform 
the works of the devil, even to the extent of seeking to murder their 
Messiah, is repudiated by the protest “Abraham is our father,” v. 39. 
They even claim to have God as their Father solely by virtue of 
their nationality, v. 41. 

These men of Christ’s time have their followers in all ages, in- 
cluding our own. Some think they are Christians because their 
parents or other ancestors were Chtristians; some feel confident 
that, because they once were confirmed at Christian altars, or be- 
cause their names are found on some one’s communicant list, or 
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because they contribute a few dollars to the Lord’s work and occa- 
sionally occupy a church pew, they can on that account call them- 
selves Christians. Matt.7:21. Is that your mistake? 


3. Because they will not accept Christ’s Word. 


Jesus offered to make these Jews free from the bondage of 
sin by His Word of Truth, vv. 31,32. From Him they could have 
received the assurance that by faith in His atoning sacrifice they 
would be lifted into the glorious liberty of the children of God. 
But just this word of Christ these “religious” people would not 
accept. Note how Jesus ascribes their wickedness to this opposition 
to His Word, vv. 37, 40, 43, 45. 


How true to our experience with many so-called “religious” 
people, who yet never become Christ’s followers! Some find Christ’s 
Word unwelcome because it conflicts with their reason; they would 
rather follow a false science. Others oppose His Word because it 
demands the crucifying of their flesh. Still others dislike His Word 
because it denounces their pet sins in unsparing words; and some 
occupy the pews of the church but are satiated with this Word and 
merely tolerate that it is preached to them. All these likewise 
“abide not in the house forever,” although they may pretend to be 
Christ’s willing followers. 


How necessary to remember that fellowship with Christ means 
more than a veneer of self-established piety! Only if we continue 
in His Word are we the disciples whom the truth makes free. 


H. O. A. Kemnatu 
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The Chronology of the Two Covenants 
(Gal. 3:17 cp. with Ex. 12:40) 


Is there a discrepancy between the two passages given above? And 
are they out of harmony with the statements found in Gen.15:13 and 
Acts 7:62 The following facts will assist in solving the difficulty which 
seems to be connected with the chronology of the two covenants, that 
made with Abraham and that made with Moses. 

It is, of course, generally known, and can easily be demonstrated, 
that the chronology which was taken into the margin of the Authorized 
Version, as worked out by Bishop Ussher of Armagh (1581—1656) is not 
reliable in many of its statements; above all, it cannot be placed on 
a par with the inspired account of the Bible text itself. If any one 
wishes to operate with the Ussher list, he must do so with great care. 

In the second place, we must keep in mind the fact that, while the 
Bible frequently mentions years in connection with important events, 
we do not often find the point of departure and the point of arrival 
(the terminus a quo and the terminus ad quem) fixed in such a way 
that we know precisely in what year before or after Christ a certain 
event occurred. Although Luke, for example, is quite exact in fixing 
the time of certain happenings (e.g., Luke 2:1,2; Acts 18:2), scholars 
are not yet fully agreed as to the chronology of either the life of Jesus 
or that of St.Paul. In other words: Frequently we know exactly, or 
almost so, how many years elapsed between two given events, but we 
do not have the dates of the terminus a quo or the terminus ad quem 
and therefore find it rather difficult to assign definite dates to important 
events from the Scripture account itself. If secular history provides us 
with a date or a point of departure which is beyond a reasonable doubt, 
the matter is considerably simplified, but it still does not yet give us 
the absolute truth which we have in the inspired account. For example, 
as pertaining to the date of our Savior’s birth: Luke 2:1 and Luke 3:23 
give us a starting-point for our calculations; but then we must consult 
Matt. 2:1 and John 2:20 in order to get reasonably close to the exact date. 
After that we consult secular history and archeology in order to find 
out just when census edicts were issued and what factors may have 
expedited or hindered the census referred to by Luke. The same dif- 
ficulties present themselves in the Old Testament, and possibly in an 
even greater degree, because the available secular sources are often less 
reliable than those of a later date. 

In the third place, we occasionally are obliged to struggle with the 
difficulty of sources. There can be no doubt of the correctness of the 
transmitted text of the Old Testament in all the points pertaining to our 
salvation, for there the quotations in the New Testament as well as the 
translation of the Old Testament into Greek, known as the Septuagint, 
give us ample corroboration. But in one respect we find occasional 
puzzles, namely, in that pertaining to numbers. Quite frequently the 
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Septuagint has other figures pertaining to certain events than the present 
Hebrew text, and we are at a loss to determine whether the translators 
of this unique document had a more accurate text of the Hebrew before 
them or whether they, like many copyists who labored through the 
centuries, inadvertently made an error in transcribing numbers (or 
figures) found in the copies before them. Whenever, therefore, we are 
dealing with figures, and especially with dates, we try to find verification 
or corroboration in the New Testament or in some other reliable source. 
In this manner it has been possible to come very close to the text as 
originally written down by the inspired authors, and the science of 
hermeneutics, especially as handled by Lutheran and other conservative 
scholars, has proved its value. 

Now let us proceed to the specific difficulty confronting us, as stated 
in the first paragraph above. We may say at once that we are not greatly 
concerned about the round numbers given for the sojourn of the children 
of Israel in Egypt, Gen. 15:13 and Acts 7:6, for in either case the purpose 
is evidently only that of fixing a period of time in a general way. But 
in Gal.3:16,17 the apostle writes: “Now to Abraham and his seed were 
the promises made.... And this I say, that the covenant that was con- 
firmed before of God in Christ, the Law, which was four hundred and 
thirty years after, cannot disannul, that it should make the promise of 
none effect.” And in Ex. 12:40,41 we are told: “Now the sojourning of 
the children of Israel, who dwelt in Egypt, was four hundred and thirty 
years. And it came to pass at the end of the four hundred and thirty 
years, even the selfsame day it came to pass that all the hosts of the Lord 
went out from the land of Egypt.” There can be no doubt in either case 
that the text intends the four hundred and thirty years to embrace the 
stay of the children of Israel in Egypt. Hence the changes in the Sep- 
tuagint text and in some of the New Testament manuscripts, in an effort 
to shorten this time, are not acceptable. This is evident from much 
corroborative material contained in other Scripture-passages, as when 
1 Chron. 7:20-27 gives nine, or even ten generations between Ephraim 
and Joshua, the generations at that time being reckoned, as we see from 
the Book of Numbers, at approximately forty years. 

In order to get at the root of the difficulty, we might look at a few 
other facts. For example, it seems that Abraham received the first Mes- 
sianic promise when he was 75 years old, Gen. 12:3,4. But the words of 
promise specifically using the word “Seed” were not given until the 
episode of the sacrifice of Isaac, which must have occurred some 35 years 
later, or when Isaac was some ten years old. Which date are we to 
regard as the date of the covenant? It is clear, furthermore, that the 
Messianic promise, even before the sojourn in Egypt, was transmitted in 
approximately the same form to Isaac and Jacob. Does it not seem 
evident that St. Paul had just this fact in mind when he wrote: “Now, 
to Abraham and his seed were the promises made”? 

Let us next take up a chronological tag which has been regarded as 
the key passage for the fixing of Old Testament history, namely, 1 Kings 
6:1, where we read: “Now, it came to pass in the four hundred and 
eightieth year after the children of Israel were come out of the land of 
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Egypt . . ., that he began to build the house of the Lord.” As nearly as 
can be determined on the basis of history and archeology, the date when 
Solomon began the building of the Temple at Jerusalem was about the 
year 1000 B.C. (somewhere between 1010 and 960). Suppose we take the 
date 960 and work backward. The 480 years of this text plus the 430 
years of Ex.12:40 would bring us back to 1870, as the date of Jacob's 
coming to Egypt. Jacob was 130 years old when he came to Egypt, 
Gen. 47:9, and he had been born to Isaac when the latter was 60 years 
old, Gen. 25:26, or approximately 50 years after the “sacrifice” of Isaac 
by Abraham, which brought about the promise of the covenant referring 
to the “Seed,” Gen. 22:18. This would make the date of this blessing 
about 2050 B.C. 

Let us pause here a moment to see what noted scholars say con- 
cerning the approximate dates of Abraham and of his contemporary 
Amraphel, or Hammurabi. Clay (Light on the Old Testament, 130) 
places Hammurabi at 2100 B.C.; Price (The Monuments and the Old 
Testament, 54) gives the dates from 2123 to 2081); Adams (in Review 
and Expositor) places Abram’s migration in 2092 B.C., but does not 
place it in relation to Hammurabi’s reign; Langdon (quoted in Marston, 
New Bible Evidence, 95) thinks that Hammurabi’s dates are between 
2067 and 2024 B.C. In the same connection Marston calculates, in con- 
nection with other chronological figures, that Abram came into Canaan 
in 2085 B.C. and that Isaac was born in 2060 B.C. This agrees exactly 
with the computation made in the paragraph above. 

All of which tends to show that the 430 years spoken of by Paul in 
Gal. 3:17 f. cannot possibly be figured from the first covenant of God with 
Abram in approximately 2085 B.C., nor even from that of 2050 B.C. 
Let us, therefore, for a moment digress in order to find what eminent 
scholars say with reference to our difficulty. The noted commentator 
Carl Friedrich Keil remarks on Ex.12:40f.: “The sojourn of the Israelites 
in Egypt had lasted 430 years. This figure is not to be placed under 
suspicion in a critical way, nor are the 430 years, according to the cue 
of the Septuagint, . . . to be reduced to 215 years, by an arbitrary in- 
sertion. This chronological reference, whose originality is placed beyond 
question by Onkelos, the Syriac Version, the Vulgate, the Sahidic and 
the Venetian Greek, not only harmonizes with the prophecy of Gen. 
15:13, where in prophetic speech the round number 400 is mentioned, 
but may also be harmonized without trouble with the various genealogical 
lists. ... This last genealogy (1 Chron.7:20 ff.) shows in the plainest 
manner the impossibility of the opinion originating from the Alexandrian 
Version, namely, that the sojourn of the Israelites in Egypt had lasted 
only 215 years, since ten generations, each figured at 40 years, will agree 
with 430, but definitely not with 215 years.” 

A very fine discussion of the difficulty is given by Hovey, in The 
American Commentary on the New Testament, pp.45f., on Gal.3:17. 
He writes: 

“Though the bearing of this verse on Paul’s argument is very clear, 
objection has been made to it as containing an erroneous statement. 
For the words ‘which came four hundred and thirty years after’ are 
said to imply that the whole period, from the first [?] giving of the 





Miscellanea 609 


promise to Abraham to the giving of the Law, was only four hundred 
and thirty years; while Ex.12:40,41, where, and where only, the same 
period is mentioned, shows that the sojourn of the Israelites in Egypt 
was four hundred and thirty years. Compare the language of Stephen 
in Acts 7:6 and Hackett’s note on the same. The sojourn in Egypt is 
there spoken of as four hundred years. But, according to the best 
computation, two hundred and fifteen years elapsed between the time 
when the promise was first given [namely, when Abram left Chaldea] 
and the time when Jacob and his sons went down into Egypt at the 
invitation of Joseph; so that [if that were true] the Law came more 
than six hundred years after the promise. What shall be said of this 
discrepancy? This, in the first place, that Paul’s reasoning is not affected 
in the slightest degree by the length of the period. The Law was given 
long after the promise — whether four hundred and thirty years or six 
hundred and forty-five years, more or less, is of no consequence. It was 
enough for him to refer to the period in such terms as would bring it 
distinctly before the minds of his readers. He is not fixing a point of 
chronology, but recalling a well-known period. Accordingly —1. Paul 
may have followed the Septuagint, which contains an addition to the 
Hebrew text of Ex. 12:40, making it read, ‘in the land of Egypt and in the 
land of Canaan, and may have done this because the Greek version was 
sufficiently accurate for his purpose and was generally used by the 
Galatians. His object was not to teach them Biblical chronology, but 
to remind them of the fact that the Law was given long after the promise 
and could not be supposed to destroy or change the latter. 2. He may 
have followed the Hebrew text, making the close, instead of the begin- 
ning of the patriarchal age, the starting-point in his reckoning; for the 
promise was repeated to Isaac and Jacob and was therefore contem- 
poraneous with the whole patriarchal period. With this would agree the 
plural ‘promises’ in verse 16, if this plural relates to a repetition of 
essentially the same promise, which is certainly probable. ... In no case 
can the truthfulness of Paul’s language be impeached.” 

If we once more examine the text in Galatians, in connection with 
this last argument, we find that the text indeed supports the contention 
exactly. It reads: “But to Abraham were spoken the promises and to 
his seed.” If we both here and in the next clause understand “seed” 
of the Savior (which it certainly is at the end of the verse), then the 
explanation of the Popular Commentary will give the full comfort of the 
promise along Messianic lines. If the word “seed” in the first part of 
the sentence is to be understood of offspring or descendants, we have 
the explanation that the Messianic promise, as given to Abraham in the 
first place, was repeated in the case of Isaac and Jacob. Thus we have 
the whole period of the Messianic prophecy in Canaan included in 
verse 16. In other words, the reference to the covenant is not to any 
specific announcement to Abraham alone but to the promise as given to 
the patriarchs. 

Now verse 17 follows, in the transcription of the Popular Com- 
mentary: “Some four hundred and thirty years later, Ex. 12:40, count- 
ing from the journey of Jacob into Egypt to the exodus of the children 
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of Israel, the Law was given by God from Mount Sinai.” That js: 
Between the time of the covenant promises to Abraham (Isaac, and 
Jacob), taken as a unit fact, and the giving of the Law on Mount Sinai, 
we have the 430 years of the Egyptian sojourn. P.E.Krerzmann 


“The Blood of God” 


Some Lutheran professors do not want the genus idiomaticum treated 
in dogmatics, and some Lutheran pastors do not want to use the phrase 
“God died” in their sermons. Then let the Reformed periodical Biblio- 
theca Sacra do it. It says in the 1941 January-March number, page 26: 
“That the Redeemer must be able to redeem is a truth which, when 
contemplated in the antitype, involves facts and forces within God 
which man cannot fathom. The fact that, when acting under the gui- 
dance of infinite wisdom and when possessed of infinite resources, the 
blood of God (Acts 20:28) was shed in redemption indicates to the fullest 
degree that no other redemption would avail. Christ’s death being 
alone the answer to man’s lost estate, the kinsman Redeemer, or Goel, 
was able to pay the price; He being the God-man could shed the 
‘precious blood,’ which because of the unity of His being was in a very 
actual sense the blood of God.— This phrase, the ‘blood of God’ (Acts 
20: 28), is startling, and to it objection is made by many. The acceptance 
of it depends upon the extent to which the union of two natures in the 
person of Christ is received. It is evident that God cannot die, nor has 
He, apart from this union, blood to shed. It is equally sure that the 
perfect humanity which Christ secured by incarnation was capable of 
shedding blood unto death. If the blood of Christ which was shed unto 
death was only human, then any suitable human sacrifice might have 
been employed. The union of Christ’s two natures is so complete that 
His blood becomes the blood of God. To that fact alone is its efficacy 
to be traced.” E. 


What Must Be the Church’s Duty with Respect 
to Conscientious Objectors? 


In the Watchman-Examiner (Baptist) of May 22 a debate is placed 
before the readers on the subject mentioned in the above caption. One 
writer takes the view that Baptists should support “their conscientious 
objectors.” Another writer, Dr. John Bunyan Smith of San Diego, Calif, 
opposes this view. What the latter writes seems to us to be so sensible 
and in keeping with the principles of freedom of conscience and of 
separation of Church and State, which our Lutheran Church has always 
stood for, that it deserves being reproduced in this journal. 

“The Convention Should Not Support Conscientious Objectors. Re- 
spect for conscience is a holy Christian tradition. Men and women of 
enlightened conscience have been the leaders of new enterprises for God 
ever since the first proclamation of the Gospel of Christ to this world. 
As Christians we still look to conscientious leadership for corporate 
progress. A smallness of the number of conscientious objectors to mili- 
tary service and to war ought in no sense lead to their depreciation. 
We should constantly seek the preservation of the dignity and the free- 





Miscellanea 611 


dom of conscience. The corporate body of Christ must be kept so free 
that the voice of conscience may freely speak and be respectfully heard. 
The Christian conscience must never become subservient to the political 
control of the State. For this reason we as Baptists insist strongly on 
the separation of Church and State. Every struggle which seeks to pre- 
serve the integrity and freedom of the Christian conscience is worth all 
the sacrifice we might make on its behalf. This principle involves the 
life and death of our idealisms. It involves not only our relationship to 
Church and State, but also to our commission from our Lord in the 
bringing of His redemptive Gospel to the world. 

“This fundamental principle of the freedom of conscience among us 
is established. Disagreement will arise from the application of the prin- 
ciple rather than from its fact. Is the voice of sonscience always the 
voice of God? Often confusion and misunderstanding have arisen from 
such predication. Will the perfect voice of God tell some to do one 
thing which may be horribly antichristian and tell others who claim 
to be equally led by God to do the opposite thing? 

“As an instance in point we cite the conscientious objector to 
military service over against the conscientious non-objector. We dis- 
cover Christians of equally high devotion in both camps. Is God, then, 
the Author of this division and confusion? Is it not possible that con- 
science may be the victim of false teaching? Is it not possible that the 
conscience of a highly educated Christian might be ignorant? Is not 
conscience capable of being flattered by oratorical effusions? Cannot 
a Christian conscience become seared and wounded by disillusionment? 

“All these arguments clearly indicate that clarification is needed in 
the matter of the application of the principle rather than that of the 
freedom of conscience itself. In recent years, conscience seems to have 
been very much submerged. Maybe the God of Light will use this 
occasion for a reemphasis on the doctrine of conscience. 

“It cannot be denied that Christian people are becoming pleased or 
irritated to learn that a special group of conscience-led people should 
be accorded privileged treatment by the State and some unique recog- 
nition by the churches as instanced in the treatment of conscientious 
objectors to military service. 

“In this day, when the tendency is toward centralized government, 
it is quite an achievement to get the State to recognize the status of 
conscience within its citizenry in relation to military service. 

“As to the Church, if the situation demands a restudy of the whole 
area of conscience, this, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, could be 
extremely beneficial, for we must admit that there are large numbers of 
church-members who appear to have little or no conscientious con- 
viction about many issues in the realm of morals and personal conduct. 
Could it be that our gracious God is using this agitation with reference 
to conscientious objectors to bring about a revival in the Christian’s 
obligations to conscience? If so, such a revival would render incalculable 
service to all concerned. 

“The outstanding point of issue as it appears to those who have 
studied the situation is that conscientious objectors and those who defend 
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their cause have sought to surround the conscientious objector with 
protective care and to provide for him comforts and amenities that 
maintain him in his position. This, it is declared, sustains him not 
from the viewpoint of his conscience, by which the Christian must be 
willing to live or die, but by extraneous priviliges and comforts which 
are not allotted to all in military service. The conscientious non-objector, 
on the other hand, seeks no privileges but is prepared on behalf of his 
country to ‘sink or swim, live or die, survive or perish,’ in the stand 
which he has taken at the call of his country. 

“On the other hand, the promoters of the cause of the conscientious 
objectors declare that their charges are liable to maltreatment and to be 
forced to offend against their conscience by command of the State un- 
less some agency is established to prevent such treatment. It is be- 
yond question that in the last World War many men suffered indignities 
and maltreatments which were both unchristian and inhuman. This 
should never happen again. 

“We see, however, little hope of reconciling the proponents and op- 
ponents of this case among the churches. In the day of war, feelings 
run high and become intense. Convictions are overworked and ani- 
mosities rise. Parents whose sons die in military service may look 
askance on other parents whose sons have sought and found protection 
from the threatening bitterness which is on the horizon. We must pre- 
serve the dignity and sanctity of conscience. Can this be done by the 
establishment of a status of special privilege for a particular type of 
conscience? We are anxious that conscience, even in such an evil hour, 
shall not be afraid, shall not be ashamed before God or man, shall not 
be ignorant or disillusioned, shall not cringe before the challenge of 
life or death. Such men and women are our hope. Can conscience have 
much influence while it enjoys special protection? Does conscience not 
receive its best opportunity and achieve its highest goal when it pays 
willingly, without fear or favor, whatever price is necessary? Can con- 
science conscientiously accept such privilege and protection? 

“There are those who wish to use denominational funds on behalf 
of conscientious objectors to military service. Would not such an appli- 
cation of denominational funds be a divisive and dangerous policy? In- 
dividually we are free to give our money to this or any other cause, 
but it will be a dangerous procedure to allocate our corporate moneys 
to this cause. Denominational funds are derived from all groups within 
our ranks holding diverse opinions on this subject, and it will react 
unfavorably and open another channel of criticism for our missionary 
agencies to use our general funds to foster a particular type of con- 
scientious belief and conduct which is opposed by the great majority and 
only sympathized with by a small portion of our people. 

“This proposal for such use of denominational funds should be im- 
mediately thrown into the discard. Let us not open another channel of 
discord to burden those whose task it now is to secure sufficient funds 
to carry our missionary enterprises. Let us shelve this issue during this 
time of strain and stress and bequeath it to our children for final ad- 
judication.” A. 
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Facing the Summer Slump 


It is disgraceful how Christianity takes a holiday when summer 
comes around. True, it is a time when assemblies, conferences, and 
religious camp-meetings are held, but only a small fraction of the total 
number of Christian migrants ever find their way to them. Attendance 
at these events can in no way whatever explain the wholesale closing of 
churches in some areas and the reduction to one service a week in 
many others. 

In what is the best season of the year for local church promotional 
activities there is a vast let-down. The weather is good; the sun is 
shining; there is plenty of fresh air; more people are on the streets; 
neighborliness is less free of strain; and yet the churches ignore the 
chance. They would rather wait for the time of the year when snow, 
ice, rain, and fog drive people indoors and make them want to stay 
there. It does not seem to make sense. 

It has become the habit in a great many places to begin curtailing 
church activities in May. By June the Sunday stampede away from 
the house of God is in full stride. We acknowledge that the summer 
months are vacation months, but it would be fictitious to declare that 
the whole church is simultaneously on a vacation. There are always 
plenty of people who are not taking a holiday. These are given the im- 
presson that summer is a time when their Christianity need not be put 
to work. It is as though the church interpreted the Great Commission 
to read, “Go ye into all the world and preach the Gospel to every 
creature — but not in summer.” 

We believe the summer period one of the best seasons in the year 
for genuine evangelistic effort and local church service to the com- 
munity. In many urban districts open-air services are possible, in which 
large numbers of neglected people may have the Gospel explained and 
witnessed to them. A portable organ, a speaker’s stand, American and 
church flags, hymn sheets, and about a dozen earnest, courageous church 
people who are not ashamed of Jesus are all that is necessary to lay the 
foundation of one of the most popular enterprises in any community. 
Try it. You will find that unchurched people are frequently full of 
appreciation of a local church that makes such an admirable use of 
the summer opportunity. Many will follow the little procession from 
the street corner or open space to the church auditorium and, if per- 
sonal workers are encouraged to make the attempt, many may be won 
for Christ. 

Furthermore, why should so many children be neglected at the 
time of year when they are most free? It was the sight of children 
playing on the streets that led Dr. Robert G. Boville, when he was secre- 
tary of the New York Baptist City Mission Society, to promote the daily 
vacation Bible-school movement, challenging the churches to open their 
doors during the week days of the summer to permit children to learn 
the Bible and useful craft work. There are more children on the streets 
today in summer than ever. And yet churches remain closed — cold 
stone monuments of Christian faith, zeal, and love which has died out 
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there—or in some cases, to be fair, gone on vacation. What would 
Christ say of such churches? 

From June to September, the tempo of local church-work, instead of 
letting down, could be speeded up to great advantage. Many Sunday- 
schools would find it possible to increase their activities, extending them 
more into the week. Instead of its being a period of disintegration, 
summer could be employed to foster activities that draw the various 
elements of the church together in service, social activities, evangelism, 
personal work, and training groups meeting under different conditions 
to those prevailing at other times of the year. 

Do not accept it as inevitable that the church must close down in 
summer. Make the services even more attractive. Proceed as though 
you expect people to come to church and as though you expect the 
church to go to the people. Do some things differently, but do them. 
In the best sense, accommodate your church-life to the season, re- 
membering that, though God takes no vacation, He creates a delightful 
summer. There will be no summer slump if you go at it like this. And 
if there is no summer slump, there will be no fall drag to get the 
church going again. (Watchman-Examiner) 


The Filth of the Modern Realistic Novel 


Some of the strongest warnings of Scripture concern the ethics of 
the Sixth Commandment, and warnings against unchastity in thought, 
word, and deed are found in every part of Holy Writ. The Lord, who 
Himself created sex and the sex desire, clearly wanted to impress upon 
every person who has been reborn by the power of the Spirit in the 
Word that the control of this strong tendency is of paramount impor- 
tance in the life of every Christian. And so far as the Second Com- 
mandment is concerned, God’s prohibitions of the abuse of His name 
and His denunciations of all blasphemous speech are well known to 
every catechumen in our circles. 

For these reasons every Lutheran educator is bound to be most 
deeply concerned about the modern so-called realistic novel, especially 
as it may influence the young people of our congregations. Certain 
literary critics, even in Lutheran circles, are apparently carried away by 
the artistry displayed by an increasing number of modern authors. Be- 
sides, men and women of this class, like certain high-school teachers, 
have been made indifferent and callous toward the portrayal of every 
kind of sinful and shameful act, so that they are no longer offended by 
the vicious tendencies displayed by modern writers, not only in America 
and England, but also in Germany and elsewhere. 

But there is danger connected with this attitude. We may grant 
that a partial degree of immunity has been produced in the case of 
adults who are acquainted with the facts of life and even know its seamy 
side. But when modern realistic novels are placed in the hands of 
adolescents, who are in the very midst of their sex development and are 
bothered with an imagination run riot, then the evil effects of such books 
are bound to show. We merely mention, in passing, that there is such 
a thing as breeding and culture and that, as a recent writer puts it, 
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“defecation, copulation, and similar subjects” are not paraded before the 
eyes of the world. Most modern houses have a very complete system 
of plumbing, but we do not place this into the reception-room or the 
library or the living-room. 

Perhaps it will help us in our evaluation of modern trends in short 
story and novel writing if we just list the chief objections which every 
Christian educator is bound to raise against recent best sellers: 


Cakes and Ale, in Woolcott’s “Second Reader’: A shameless por- 
trayal of the life of an adulteress, the mistress of a series of lovers. 


Gone with the Wind: Glorifies a woman who in her married state 
lusts after her original sweetheart, a married man. 


Grapes of Wrath: “The most grotesque, most brusque, most filthy 
book in the English language today. After reading the book, one is 
ready to throw it into the fire.” 


Joseph in Egypt: A detailed, nauseating description of the lust which 
Potiphar’s wife felt for Joseph, with certain delineations that are posi- 
tively revolting in character. 


The Nazarene: A hopeless jumble of Biblical and apocryphal ac- 
counts concerning Jesus, worse even than the picture “The King of 
Kings,” with whole paragraphs of descriptions which are unfit for con- 
sumption. 

Children of God: Conversations full of blasphemy of the vilest type 
and descriptions of the most intimate relationships between men and 
women. 

Native Son: Descriptions of bestial lusts and scenes of rape and 
murder. 

Nebraska Coast: A plethora of blasphemy, with descriptions of scenes 
which are certainly unfit for the reading of high-school boys and girls. 

Without My Cloak: Long descriptions of an adulterous relationship 
between a young man of wealth and a girl of lower station. 


Christ in Concrete: Long sections, with paragraphs almost inco- 
herent, abounding in blasphemy of the vilest character. 


For Whom the Bell Tolls: Detailed and glamorous description of 
fornication and attendant evils, with revolting pen-pictures of individual 
incidents and a wealth of blasphemy. 


We have merely indicated the nature of the filth and do not care 
to expatiate upon the details. The Scripture says: “It is a shame even 
to speak of those things which are done of them in secret,” Eph. 5:12. 

We may well imagine what effect such books will have upon the 
imagination of callow youth, with blasphemy and filthy talk and the 
glamor of illicit sex life as the most prominent features of the books. 
Pastors and parents have a definite duty to perform, in warning the 
young people against such sewage. P. E. K. 
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Externalism Marches On. — Under this heading Rev. F. R. Webber, in 
his special department “The Fine Arts in the Service of the Church,” 
in the American Lutheran calls attention to a most vital issue in our 
church-work — the divinely commanded concentration of all our efforts 
in our ministry, of whatever nature these may be, in the declaration 
of the plan of salvation as taught in God’s Word. The writer begins with 
the thought that until three or four years ago it was the common view 
in our midst that the one reason for establishing new congregations and 
maintaining old ones was “to declare the plan of salvation taught in 
the Word of God” and that “anything else, however praiseworthy, is only 
a matter of minor importance.” “One might use a black robe or a coat 
of many colors. He might have his choir vested in black or in white. 
He might have but two candles on his altar or forty-nine. ... All these 
things are matters of minor concern, and the teaching of the Scriptural 
plan of salvation is the one important thing. We believed that all 
Lutherans recognized this principle.” He then shows that today, more 
and more, trends are asserting themselves in Lutheran circles to empha- 
size externals and that we are in danger of forgetting the central work 
of the Christian ministry. In his whimsical way he furnishes many con- 
vincing illustrations and with droll irony castigates the exhibitionism 
which goes hand in hand with externalism. One must read the article 
carefully at least twice to see its classic perfection and understand its 
profound significance for our present restive theological generation, 
which endeavors to adjust itself to a new situation. To invite study of 
the timely article, we append the last two paragraphs, which give it a fit- 
ting climax. 

Pastor Webber writes: “The writer is kept busy of late suggesting 
methods of rehabilitating shoddy churches that have begun to fall apart. 
When these were built, ten or fifteen years ago, we warned time and 
again against sacrificing honest construction and permanent materials for 
mere size. It did no good: those flimsy churches are going to pieces 
today. So, too, will our church-life disintegrate, and that speedily, if 
we allow externalism to get a foothold. [Italics our own.] To get back 
to fundamentals means not only to preach things found in the Bible but 
to preach the thing that is the very heart of religion: mankind’s utter 
sinfulness and salvation solely by the grace of God and the merit of our 
Savior. It does not require a big church with a showy street facade to 
do this, nor does it require six men in formal morning dress to manipu- 
late two offering-plates, nor a choir parading through this aisle and that, 
singing a hymn in four-four time as loud as they can shout. All this 
is but the ‘pomp and show’ which many people most properly dislike. 
The simple truths of sin and grace may be preached just as effectively in 
a small, modest church, whose honest, genuine construction (although in 
itself an external thing) yet is a silent proof of an honest spirit that 
produced it. They can be preached, for that matter, with no church- 
building at all. The apostles were great missionaries, one and all, yet 
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there is no proof that a single one of them had to surround himself with 
any of the outward things considered nowadays so essential to the 
onward march of Christianity.” 

Pastor Webber, of course, does not mean to say that there are no 
values in externals; there certainly are. The externals, however, must 
not crowd out the essential, which, alas, is done also if the order of ser- 
vice is stretched to such lengths that the pastor must confine his message 
to a mere spiritual recess of twenty minutes or even less. The matter 
certainly deserves study. 

In the same number of the American Lutheran, by the way, J.F.E. 
Nickelsburg pleads for a more fitting name for our “Missouri Synod Lu- 
theran Church” and suggests the simple name The Evangelical Lutheran 
Church without the descriptive “Missouri Synod” in parentheses and 
smaller print below. We like the name but believe that for some time 
at least we still need the qualifying “Missouri Synod,” which is known 
the world over as representing a group of Christians standing four-square 
on the principles of Lutheranism as these are set forth in the Confessions 
of that Church. J.T.M. 

The War and Christian Missions.— That the war has formed a 
serious drawback to the progress of Christian missions in foreign lands 
is evident to every thinking person. For our own Church serious dif- 
ficulties have arisen through the war for the conduct of our work in 
India, China, and Africa. What is probably most deplorable is the an- 
tipathy, or aversion, to Christianity which the gigantic conflict has 
originated in the minds of many heathen. In the Living Church (Prot- 
estant Episcopal) an Episcopal clergyman, the Rev. Edmund L. Souder, 
expatiates on this idea as follows: “The most serious hindrance to the 
Church’s work in the mission-field caused by the war is, I am con- 
vinced, due to the tragic failure of the ‘Christian’ West to manifest the 
faith professed by tens of millions of its citizenry. The moral prestige 
of the white man has struck a new low in the Orient as, for the second 
time in one generation, the nations of the world euphemistically called 
‘Christian’ are at one another’s throats, using the scientific marvels of 
their ‘civilization’ in the mass slaughter of communities. ... Having 
nearly wrecked our social order in one barren attempt to save democracy 
(or was it the profit system?), we are now busily engaged in finishing 
the job. Our idealism in all this is not nearly so apparent to the non- 
Christian world as it is to many of us. To be sure, thank God, the 
conspicuous helpfulness of many missionaries and native Christians in 
such unhappy situations as that in war-torn China or caste-ridden India 
has served to reveal the compassionate Christ; and a surprising number 
of non-Christians seemed thus able to find the Savior of the world 
despite the hideous denial of Christian faith and life in ‘Christian’ lands. 
But there is little question that the greatest single obstacle to Christian 
faith among thoughtful men and women in the mind of all is, I believe, 
not in fanatical belief in ‘gods that cannot save,’ but rather the dis- 
graceful spectacle of millions of Christ’s followers engaged in fratri- 
cidal strife.” 

Whether the author is right in pointing to the war as “the greatest 
single obstacle to Christian faith among thoughtful men and women in 
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the mind of all” we doubt. But one must admit that his words at once 
call to mind several Scripture-passages: “The name of God is blasphemed 
among the Gentiles through you,” Rom.2:24. “Abstain from fleshly 
lusts, which war against the soul, having your conversation honest 
among the Gentiles, that whereas they speak against you as evil-doers, 
they may by your good works which they shall behold glorify God in the 
day of visitation,” 1 Pet.2:11f. Are we always as conscious as we should 
be of the offense created when supposedly Christian nations declare war 
against one another and each slaughters the citizens of the opposing 
country? A. 


Why are Ministers Granted Exemption? — Dr. Howard Johnson of 
Millville, N.J., discusses this question in the Watchman-Ezxaminer 
(Northern Baptist), and his remarks will be read with interest by our 
readers, too. 

“Some excitement has been registered over the fact that ministers 
and theological students are exempted by the Selective Service Act, and 
we have been urged to refuse and protest this exemption. Some un- 
reasonable things have been written on behalf of this, and I wish to give 
my views on the subject. 

“In the first place, why must Protestant ministers speak with one 
voice to condemn the exemption granted to those who are engaged in 
full-time religious work or are preparing so to engage? Because of 
his work in the social order the minister is often offered professional 
consideration by hospitals, physicians, some department stores, railroads, 
and other agencies. I doubt that the average minister ever receives 
enough for well-paid writers to protest; but if some agencies wish to 
show a recognition of the social merits of the minister beyond his per- 
sonal returns, should any who prefer not to accept such courtesies 
excoriate their brethren who may accept such considerations? Cannot 
one be conscientious on either side? Likewise, any recognition of re- 
ligious service in the community by the State does not require the body 
of Protestant ministers to muster a group conscience for all. The de- 
cision of National Director Clarence Dykstra in the Howard Schomer 
case shows that one may waive ministerial exemption. Furthermore, 
when did any kind of exemption deny a minister the right to volunteer. 
in military service if he wished to do so? I can see nothing that calls 
for shame if some men conscientiously believe that the State recognizes 
the value of the trained minister to be greater in spiritual stability for 
the State than if he served as a soldier. I well recall the letters which 
I received from the Government 23 years ago asking for my support, 
morally, as a minister. That moral support I was proud to give and 
would be again. 

“Second, if there is any protest against Protestant ministers’ being 
exempt, I shall protest as vigorously against exemption on the part of 
the Roman Catholic priesthood, even as you (and I) did against the 
appointment of Myron C.Taylor to the Vatican. We would doubtless 
agree that the Roman Catholic priest is no more a ‘holy man’ than the 
humblest Protestant minister. Holiness comes from within, and while 
it may be ratified from without, I refuse to accept the outer ratification 
of one group as an accepted order of things in a land where we have 
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no State Church. Whatever the steps that brought it about in the 
present law, there should be exemption or no exemption for all min- 
isters — Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, or otherwise. It is the only Amer- 
ican thing to do. 

“Third — and of the greatest consequence — any validity for exemp- 
tion of any minister or theological student comes from the definite 
service he can render to the State in a supreme hour. If we grant that 
the State may call all of us if it calls any of us, then we have a right to 
ask whether the minister’s preparation for the ministry and service in it 
add up to so little in social and spiritual assets to the community that 
he should erase all such training and service and enlist as a ‘buck 
private’ with gun, Bible, and ‘Christ in his heart’ _ 

“This pragmatic test is not one of ‘holy man, ex cathedra, or min- 
ister without authoritative portfolio, but of the relative value of the 
minister to the community in his chosen and called profession. At North- 
field last summer a prominent minister from the Middle West told the 
audience of his experience in the last World War. He was asked to 
serve on a committee whose task it was to notify certain business men 
that they were dealing in ‘non-essentials’ in winning the war. ‘Nobody 
ever accused me of being in a non-essential business,’ said this preacher, 
‘because each one knew that death might be just around the corner, 
and preparation for death is a very essential business.’ In war or peace 
the minister who is worth his salt to God or man is aware that he is 
dealing with the greatest essentials; namely, the moral and spiritual 
values of the human soul in time and eternity. I believe it is funda- 
mentally this recognition which is usually the primary cause now or at 
any other time, the recognition by our Government that a faithful 
minister who shepherds a hundred or a thousand souls is worth more in 
building morale, integrity, faith, and hope than if he were counted simply 
as one more soldier in a crisis that must eventually be stabilized by the 
principles for which the faithful minister lives.” A. 

An Analysis of the Lutheran “Heresy.”—A writer in America 
(Jesuit weekly) opines: “The blow struck by Luther was aimed not 
at the historical person of Christ but at His mystical body, which is the 
Church. That blow inflicted on the mystical body a wound which has 
not yet been healed. Healing has been delayed because we, the members 
of that body, have failed to recognize the serious nature of the hurt and 
to use the only means by which it may be cured. 

“The Protestant heresy teaches that men can separate themselves 
from the body of Christ and still remain Christians. To support this 
contention, it is necessary to deny the real presence of our Lord in the 
blessed Sacrament and to affirm belief in the historical Christ as suf- 
ficient for salvation. This heresy is, therefore, a grievous affront to the 
Second Person of the blessed Trinity in that form in which He has 
chosen to perpetuate His Presence among us. In this it resembles the 
affront offered by Adam to God the Father. And as the disobedience 
of Adam plunged the whole race into disaster, so the defiance of Luther 
has involved the whole world in a spiritual catastrophe from whese 
direct results all of us Catholic as well as Protestants suffer today and 
will suffer tomorrow. 
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“The loss inflicted on the world by the Protestant heresy is in- 
calculable. The chief victims of the tragedy are its own adherents, 
whom the sin of Luther has deprived of those twin sources of spiritual 
riches and grace: Mass and the sacraments. This loss is comparable to 
the loss of Paradise suffered by the human race in the sin of Adam; 
and it cannot be repaired except by means similar to those used by 
divine love and wisdom to repair the first. 

“Nor can we delay any longer: the danger which threatens us— 
which has indeed overtaken us —is too great. It is not now a question 
of saving our souls only, but our lives also; we must sacrifice or be 
sacrificed. We must win back to the Church those nations lost to her 
by the sin of Luther, or we shall all alike perish. There can be no 
peace or safety for the world until this reunion is achieved. In this 
work we can use no other weapon than that which our Lord Himself 
used to undo the work of Adam and open to us again the gates of 
heaven. By sacrifice this can be done, and not otherwise.” The old 
superstition and the old fanaticism! A. 

Some Hints Concerning the Methods that Should be Used at Amer- 
ican Lutheran Colleges.—In the News Bulletin of the National Lu- 
theran Educational Conference Prof. Edwin Lake Setzler, dean and pro- 
fessor of English at Lenoir Rhyne College, submits a brief article with 
the caption “Our General Objectives Must be Made Specific.” We reprint 
it here because it furnishes food for thought. 

“Our Lutheran colleges are not vocational institutions. They do 
not offer professional courses in medicine, law, engineering, but they are 
primarily concerned with qualifying students to receive the bachelor-of- 
arts or the bachelor-of-science degree. Incidentally, students who have 
completed certain courses in education are considered prepared for the 
profession of teaching; but the institution itself does not pretend to be 
essentially a vocational or professional school. 

“Our colleges, therefore, being general in nature, not vocational, 
must per se assume that our curricula, our methods of instruction, and 
our social practices on the campus will prepare a student for successful 
living regardless of what his life-work is to be. If this be untrue, then 
why the college? We must maintain that our educational program is 
basically correct, that it will develop better Christian citizens, that it 
will produce leaders in every community, and that it will enable our 
graduates to live more satisfactorily in any vocation which they may 
follow. We must maintain that, although we do not prepare for specific 
vocations as would a trade-school, the type of training we offer will be 
invaluable to the students who receive it. 

“Twenty-five years ago we were positive that our curricula and 
our methods would procure the desired results. We did not question 
the fact that our graduates would show certain desirable characteristics 
as a result of disciplined training, education which required effort on 
the part of the student to master it. The course of study was limited, 
and the student studied subjects regardless of whether they were 
pleasant or not; regardless of whether at that time he felt that he 
might not like them. He acquired habits of study, habits of work, 
habits of conscious mental effort, and at least had the fact suggested 
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to him that the world into which he was going would not be an 
easy one. Acquiring habits and methods was considered to be just as 
important as, or more important than, acquiring facts. 

“Today, if we are to judge by the diversity of the courses offered 
and the variety of methods used in the classroom, there seems to be 
little agreement within our institutions as to the value of the different 
courses taught or as to the relative emphasis to be placed on the acquir- 
ing of facts and the development of definite traits of character. It is true 
that we state the objectives of our college in each catalog, but these 
objectives are so generalized that they seem mere platitudes.” A. 


The Case of the Hon. James E. Bennet and Dr. Buttrick. — The Chris- 
tian Beacon (Feb. 6, 1941) publishes a most interesting bit of correspon- 
dence between the Hon. James E. Bennet, well known as a confessing 
Christian and civic leader throughout the East, and Dr. Buttrick, last 
year’s president of the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America. 
The matter concerned Dr. Buttrick’s much-discussed modernistic book 
The Christian Fact and Modern Doubt, published some time ago, in 
which the author denies every specifically Christian doctrine. On Jan. 14, 
1941, Mr. Bennet wrote Dr. Buttrick as follows: “I have been reading 
from your recent book, The Christian Fact and Modern Doubt, and have 
wondered what is your background, training, and experience in relation 
to these matters. Surely it is different from mine. The other night, 
at the Bowery Mission, I had the great joy of leading twenty-three men 
to make a profession of faith in Jesus Christ as their Savior. At Sing 
Sing Prison, a few days before, there were twenty-four men who did 
the same. At the John 5:24 Mission in Philadelphia, a little before that, 
there were twenty men. And so it has been going for a long time in 
my experience. I teach these men that the Bible is the Word of God 
and the only infallible rule of faith and practice. I also teach them orig- 
inal sin as taught in the Bible and that salvation is only through faith 
in Jesus Christ, God’s Lamb of Sacrifice. I teach them practically every- 
thing that you deny in your books, and they are glad to believe and 
accept it. Some of these men I am able to follow up and see the mar- 
velous improvement. Old things literally pass away, and all things 
become new. 

“I do not find any of this in your books, and I am wondering what 
success you have with your theories or doubts in leading souls to 
Christ as their Savior. At one of these meetings there were one hundred 
and nine men present, of whom forty-seven admitted that they were 
college graduates, but they were all lost, and they knew it. The theories 
set forth in your books would not have saved them, but the old-fashioned 
eternal truths of the Bible did lead many of them to accept Christ as 
their Savior and to obey Him as their Lord. It seems to me that your 
book is not only completely useless, but also very dangerous. I per- 
sonally spoke at jour hundred and forty-eight meetings last year and 
saw souls born into the Kingdom every week, but nothing in your book 
would be helpful to me or any of the persons to whom I spoke. I am 
wondering why you wrote it, whom you expect to read it, and what 
results you expect to get. 
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“You would be interested, perhaps, in another thing. Last year 
a group of freethinkers and atheists brought suit in New York City 
against Dr. Harry Rimmer for a thousand dollars, claiming that he had 
offered that sum as a reward for any one who could prove a scientific 
error in the Bible. The trial occupied two days, by which time the judge 
dismissed it for lack of proof. The interesting thing is that practically 
all the points raised by these atheists are contained in your book as 
a part of your belief [italics our own] or unbelief, whichever it may be. 
It would have been interesting to me if you had been a witness on the 
stand, subject to cross-examination as the atheists were. They com- 
pletely failed to prove their case. They also had Dr. John Haynes Holmes 
and Dr. Charles Francis Potter as witnesses, and they also failed in their 
proof. The judge was a young Hebrew, who was perfectly impartial 
and decided the case on the laws of evidence. 

“I have never met you but have read considerable of the things 
that you have written and have read statements in the newspapers 
purported to have been made by you. I am an old man compared with 
yourself and have been teaching the Bible for forty-five years; but 
I am deeply mystified as to why you wrote this present book about 
Facts and Doubts and what you hope to accomplish and how many souls 
have been saved because it was published and distributed. I am writing 
this in no controversial sense but in the hope that you will give me 
some answer, setting forth the reasons that actuated you and why you 
hold the beliefs which are so closely allied to those of the freethinkers, 
atheists, and agnostics.” 

To this humble, sincere, and convincing letter of an honest Christian, 
Dr. Buttrick cynically replied as follows: “Is there any use in our con- 
ducting a correspondence concerning what I have written in The Chris- 
tian Fact and Modern Doubt? Frankly, it seems to me that such 
a correspondence would be without any useful purpose. You can accept 
the literal inerrancy of Scripture. I cannot accept it; it seems to me 
a profoundly irreligious interpretation. You tell me that my preaching 
would be of no service to the people with whom you speak. Probably 
your message would be of similarly little service to those to whom 
I preach. So let us agree to disagree. I hope my book did not hurt 
you too much. I assure you of my admiration for your sincerity, and 
I send my best wishes.” 

From Dr. Buttrick’s letter it appears that he cannot answer the 
charges made by Christian Mr. Bennet, but he dismisses his questions 
with a sneer and adds blasphemy to insult by declaring the doctrine of 
the literal inerrancy of the Bible (verbal inspiration) to be a profoundly 
irreligious interpretation. Yet Dr. Buttrick has been president of the 
Federal Council and one of the missioners of the National Christian 
Mission. J.T. M. 


The Malvern Conference. — The church-papers make frequent men- 
tion of the Malvern Conference, and it is desirable that our readers 
should have some information concerning it. This conference was held 
early this year in Malvern, England. Its chairman was the Anglican 
Archbishop of York, Dr. William Temple. The questions which the con- 
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ference discussed had to do with the message which the Church should 
send forth in this period of confusion and strife. The conference ex- 
pressed the view that the English government, in order to hasten the 
end of the war and pave the way for peace negotiations, should definitely 
state the aims it pursues in this war. It furthermore stated that what- 
ever improvements in the political and economic field the Church may 
work for, its pronouncements must be based on the great doctrines of 
creation, incarnation, redemption, and grace. It stressed important 
truths pertaining to the family, education, and public worship. To 
make congregations active in a social way, it suggests that each parish 
should “plan, and carry out, some common enterprise for the general 
good, devoting its energies perhaps toward bad housing or malnutrition” 
or towards some other worthy object in which the community should 
be interested. Finally it stated that the view that the Church must 
be interested exclusively in the conversion of individuals must be 
dropped. Changing the individual, it was said, is not sufficient. A sen- 
tence in the report taken over from the report of the Madras Conference 
quite well states the point of view that obtained at Malvern: “Change 
those individuals, and you do not necessarily change the social order, 
unless you organize those changed individuals into collective action in 
a wide-scale frontal attack upon those corporate evils.” Concerning 
public ownership the Malvern report says: “The question having been 
put on moral grounds whether a just order of society can be established 
so long as ownership alone is a source of income or so long as the 
resources necessary to our common life are privately owned, we urge 
that Christian people should face this question with open minds and 
alert consciences.” There is no doubt that the report of the Malvern 
Conference is an important document. It is not our intention to submit 
here a critical estimate of the resolutions and views which emanated from 
that meeting. We merely wish to say that it seems to us those theo- 
logians at Malvern went into fields where they no longer could speak 
with authority because there are no pronouncements of Scripture cov- 
ering the respective questions. 

From the Living Church we learn that the Malvern Declaration is 
studied widely in this country. The editor of that paper says: “We are 
not so much concerned that churchmen in this country shall arrive at 
the same conclusions, but rather that they shall formulate intelligent 
opinions on the same subjects, since they are the questions that will 
be of primary importance in the war and postwar world.” It is a strange 
judgment which is quoted in the paper just mentioned from the London 
Church Times, which remarks that the Malvern Declaration “is in 
effect the condemnation of the system of society that has developed since 
the industrial revolution, but which has its only possible moral defense 
in the doctrines of Calvin.” Calvin, it is well known, endeavored after 
a fashion to continue the Old Testament theocracy in modern states. 
Through this endeavor he thoroughly mixed Church and State. The 
people who now condemn his attitude (a condemnation which is justi- 
fied) ought to be careful that they do not commit the same error as he. 

A. 
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The Religious Situation in Russia. — At present it is difficult to obtain 
information on religious affairs in Russia. A paragraph on this topic 
sent the Christian Century by a correspondent from Geneva, Switzer- 
land, will be read with interest: 

“Soviet magazines continue to bear unwilling and very significant 
testimony to the fact that religion is still very much alive in Russia, not 
only among old people, but also among youth. The last number of 
the Antireligious Magazine contains a leading article on the antireligious 
tasks of the school. It begins by observing that religious prejudices 
and pious superstition continue to have an infectious influence in 
U.S.S.R. and that the younger generation is especially susceptible to 
the influence of the clergy. It goes on to tell of an eight-year-old boy 
in the region of Novo Sibirsk who refused to join the junior section 
of the Communist Youth Association, and declared to his teacher: ‘I am 
religious and can already say three prayers. I want to go to heaven 
and not to hell.’ Many cases are known where children of believing 
parents have stayed away from school at the church festivals, gone to 
confession, and received Communion. ‘The influence of religion on the 
mind and will of the child is devastating,’ says the magazine. ‘Religion 
implants in the growing personality inferior qualities, such as humility, 
patience, submissiveness, passivity, lack of will-power, contempt for life, 
rejection of science, and enmity toward Communism, collective work, 
and socialistic collective property. Religion brings the child up as a slave 
of God.’” A. 


The Catholic Conception of Tolerance. — A spokesman of the Roman 
Catholic Church in our country is Cardinal Villeneuve, the Primate of 
his Church in Canada. A correspondent of the Christian Century quotes 
the following paragraphs from a radio address which the cardinal de- 
livered January 31, 1938: 

“Where custom has put these modern liberties, freedom of worship, 
of speech, of the press, of teaching, etc., into force, the citizens are to 
use them only for good; for a liberty can be regarded as legitimate 
only in so far as it increases our power for good; beyond that, never. 
In short, to prefer for the state a constitution tempered by the democratic 
element is not in itself against order, on condition, however, that the 
Catholic doctrine on the divine origin and proper exercise of public 
power is respected. 

“I believe that the Roman Catholic Church is the only true Church, 
and I would not be logical if I did not believe that other churches and 
other doctrines were false. It follows that I must believe in principles 
of liberty as they are defined by the Church. There are, perhaps, at 
this moment strangers to our faith who are listening to me. Let me 
reassure you. I do not in the least wish to contest the part, at least, 
of truth and religion, however incomplete, which are yours. And that 
is how, in all practical logic and charity, I tolerate you. I tolerate you 
so that you will tolerate me, so that you may admire at once the 
splendor of my religion and the civility of my charity. I tolerate you 
in order to have your collaboration in the common good, and when 
such collaboration stops, when you preach corrosive doctrines and 
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spread everywhere poisoned seeds, then I can no longer tolerate you. 
Such, gentlemen, is Catholic liberalism, the true liberalism. It is in 
virtue of its doctrine of liberty that the Church refuses to recognize 
rights for what is not in conformity with natural morality and Christian 
revelation.” 

It will be noticed how carefully the cardinal chooses his words. 
There are loopholes left here for persecution of dissenters. He believes 
in the principles of liberty, but “as they are defined by the Church.” 
Note especially the last sentence, where the principle of tolerance for 
all religions and denominations is definitely rejected. A. 


Will Rome Change the Mass?—The Lutheran (March 12, 1941) writes 
rather hopefully about the supposed changes that are to be made in 
Catholic public worship. Writing editorially, it says: “Catholicism is 
gradually approximating the Protestant idea of congregational worship, 
it seems. That, at least, is indicated by the growing favor being accorded 
the ‘dialog mass’ in various sections of the Roman Church. In 1928 the 
late Pope Pius XI characterized the bulk of the Catholic worshipers 
as ‘mute and silent spectators’ and urged a return to the ‘more active 
communal worship’ of the ancient Church.’ The ‘dialog mass,’ which 
provides a ‘vocal cooperation of the Catholic laity,’ is an attempt to 
answer the late Pope’s appeal and is practiced with favor in Belgium, 
France, and our own Middle States. The Jesuits are especially indus- 
trious in promoting this form of Mass through a traveling ‘Summer 
School of Catholic Action.’ One Jesuit leader has even intimated that 
the Mass may eventually be brought even nearer to the people by being 
translated into common speech. The Church of the Blessed Sacrament 
in New York City has actually experimented (February 9) with a ‘dialog 
mass’ in a special musical setting. But the Catholics do not have all the 
initiative. More recently a proposal has been offered to arrange Haendel’s 
sacred oratorios in operatic form to commend them by the acting of the 
singers to larger audiences and to stimulate their religious influence.” 

Rome, in competition with Protestantism, is, of course, ready to make 
amazing concessions, as our modern Catholic Bible societies and other 
innovations prove; however, since the decisions of the Council of Trent 
have definitely fixed the meaning and function of the Roman Mass, 
Catholic worship permits no real changes in its essential features. 
Catholic public worship centers in the Mass, and the Mass is a sacred 
sacrifice, in which the priest as mediator between God and the congre- 
gation makes an offering to Him for the sins of the people, who are 
merely the recipients of the grace of the Mass. Consequently, the con- 
gregation, by the very principle involved, participates in the Mass funda- 
mentally only as receiving and not as contributing. It may briefly utter 
cries of repentance or give thanks for the gifts received, but beyond this 
it cannot be active. 

At the same time, when the writer read the Lutheran’s optimistic 
paragraph, he read also a notice in confessional Lutheran Germany’s 
quite reliable popular periodical Die Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirchen- 
zeitung (January 17, 1941), which reports: “Kardinal-Erzbischof Schulte 
von Koeln teilte im Kirchlichen Anzeiger fuer die Erzdioezese Koeln vom 

40 
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1. Dezember 1940 mit, es sei der Wunsch der deutschen Bischoefe, dass 
die oeffentliche Eroerterung liturgischer Fragen [italics in the original] 
bis auf weiteres unterbleibe. In allen Kirchen der Erzdioezese Koeln 
ist ausdruecklich verboten, die Messe so zu lesen, dass der Priester bei 
der Messfeier mit dem Angesicht zum Volk steht. Diese Form der 
Gemeinschaftsmesse wurde von vielen Anhaengern der liturgischen 
Bewegung, welche vor allem die juengere Priesterschaft erfasst hat, 
besonders gepfiegt, weil sie eben den Charakter der Messe als Gemein- 
schaftsfeier hervorhebt. Diese Massnahme haengt zusammen mit der 
von uns bereits berichteten Tatsache, dass die deutschen Bischoefe die 
Leitung und Auswertung der Bestrebungen, die in der liturgischen Be- 
wegung zum Ausdruck kommen, selbst uebernommen haben.” This 
means that in Germany the Catholic liturgical movement with its ten- 
dency to popularize the Roman Mass has already been brought under 
official ecclesiastical control. According to Catholic doctrine the Roman 
Mass is no Gemeinschaftsfeier, that is, no “communal worship.” 
J.T. M. 

A Pope.— Under this heading the Christian Beacon (March 27, 
1941) writes: “The March issue of the Presbyterian Tribune has in it 
a program for the Church. It recognizes that the Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S.A. has a ‘strong executive ecclesiastical’ machine and that 
the Church needs ‘an outstanding ecclesiastical spokesman,’ who can 
remain in office longer than the single year now allotted the moderator 
of the General Assembly and who will be known abroad as the leader 
of the Presbyterian Church. Here is the Episcopal notion. It was the 
cry of the children of Israel in the days of Samuel, ‘We want a king 
to reign over us; we want a king like the nations round about us.’ 
The founding fathers of the Presbyterian Church would turn over 
literally in their graves if they knew that the leading magazine of the 
Church, the mouthpiece of the ecclesiastical authorities of the denomi- 
nation, was now coming forth boldly with such a request. The parity 
of the clergy was too precious a doctrine. Now we must have a leader, 
some one who will be more than a moderator, to whom the public can 
look for guidance, and who can speak authoritatively in behalf of the 
Church. This path is the road to Rome, whether the modern liberals 
realize it or not. They are retreating very rapidly into the very camp 
of the Roman Catholic Church. When present-day Protestantism, 
minimizing doctrinal differences and emphasizing as paramount the 
unity of organization, finally brings together all the larger Protestant 
denominations into one great Church, it wili find no better spokesman 
for its cause or more tried and true representative of its union than 
the one who now professes to be the Vicar of Christ and who dwells 
in the Vatican.” 

There is no doubt much truth in the thought here suggested that the 
Papacy will use both the present-day liberal movement and the present 
World War to its advantage. As the Sunday-school Times (Feb. 23, 
1941) reports, “great stores of Bibles have been reduced to paper pulp 
by the Franco government. Protestantism has been generally sup- 
pressed [in Spain], and certain of the Catholic clergy are proposing the 
reinstatement of the Inquisition. Today the Bible is a forbidden book.” 
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In the Sunday-school Times of May 4, 1941, Ernest Gordon offers the 
following report: “An ecumenical council, to be held at the Vatican, is 
planned by Pope Pius XII to take place immediately after the war, 
according to reports from Rome. It is to be the largest since the Council 
of Trent. Thousands of prelates, including archbishops and bishops and 
other high dignitaries of the Church, will be summoned from all 
quarters of the globe. Why this fresh council? To bring in a new 
order, according to the newspaper dispatch. Obviously the Vatican 
looks for, and hopes for, and is even intriguing for, the downfall of 
England, which has been the backbone of Protestantism throughout the 
world.” Political movements by the Vatican are then discussed, and 
the article warns: “The name Trent is ominous to Christian ears. 
It was at the Council of Trent in 1545 that the Counter-Reformation 
was initiated and an era of persecution and repression opened which 
destroyed the Reformation in half of Europe.” J.T.M. 


A Factory for Words in the Sacred Tongue. — “This,” writes the 
Sunday-school Times, “was the name given by scoffers to the Hebrew 
Language Council established a little over fifty years ago to make an 
ancient language available for present-day use. Today the Council can 
look back on 12,000 words created or revived, which make modern 
Hebrew, to quote Lord Balfour, ‘as flexible, as rich, as capable of adapta- 
tion to every new use, to every growth in the realm of knowledge, as 
any language in which human thought can be expressed.’ ‘At present,’ 
says the Palestine Review, ‘the Council has 14 subcommittees, which 
number 38 scholars, lexicographers, research workers, writers, experts, 
in many fields. The results of their work are incorporated in lexicons, 
dictionaries, text-books, and special pamphlets on terminology and 
nomenclature of many branches of daily activity. Technicians of all 
kinds, electricians, telephone and telegraph workers, printers, mathema- 
ticians, cooks, botanists, gymnasts, to name only a few, have been armed 
with Hebrew terminology for their occupations by the Vaad Halashon. 
Dictionaries will shortly appear under its auspices dealing with lock- 
smithy, blacksmithy, and theater, sheep-breeding, wireless, shipping, and 
other pursuits. Recently an aircraft factory applied to it for Hebrew 
terminology for its processes. Technical experts in every line are en- 
gaged to collaborate with the Council in the coining of new terms... . 
With the granting of the British mandate, the recognition of Hebrew 
as the official language, the growing network of schools, the founding of 
the Hebrew University, and the rapid expansion of the economic life 
of the Vishuv, which has made necessary the creation of more and more 
words to denote objects unknown in ancient times, the activities of 
the Council have been given new impetus.’” 

This strange revival and modernization of ancient Hebrew is an 
interesting linguistic phenomenon; yet, after all, it is not any more 
amazing than is that of ancient Gaelic in Ireland. Enthusiasts who 
see in it a sign of “Israel’s coming conversion and restoration” are 
doomed to disappointment. Today the very center of this renaissance 
of ancient Hebrew, the famous city of Tel Aviv, is as hostile to all 
Christian Gospel messengers as was ancient Jerusalem after the harden- 
ing of hearts against Christ had there set in. J.T.M. 
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Loving Our Enemies.— Under this heading Prof. Henry Hamann of 
our Australian Concordia College writes against certain “divines” who 
are seemingly perplexed at the situation of having to love their enemies 
and yet to fight them. He says (Australasian Theological Review, Dec. 31, 
1940): “It would be amusing to watch the desperate efforts — not to say 
the antics — of certain divines who consider it necessary to reconcile the 
demands of Christian ethics with the exigencies of warfare, if the theolog- 
ical ignorance and shallowness which they frequently display were not 
so tragic. Some time ago a leading dignitary of the Church of England 
startled us by declaring that there really should be no blockade at all, 
since we are commanded to love our enemies and since the Bible says 
specifically: ‘If thine enemy hunger, feed him.’ The editor of the 
Australian Christian World must have been troubled by the same dif- 
ficulty; but he allows it to be solved or removed for him by a writer 
in the British Weekly (Dec.13, 1940), whom he quotes with evident 
approval and who argues the case as follows: ‘If thine enemy hunger,’ 
says the apostle, ‘feed him.’ There is no more typical expression of the 
distinctively Christian ethic. Evil is to be overcome with good.” ... 

“As an attempt to solve a religious or an ethical problem nothing 
could be weaker. At the bottom of all this confusion there lies, of 
course, the old failure to distinguish properly the spheres, powers, and 
functions of Church and State and the equally old tendency to treat 
private, personal morality, on the one hand, and public, governmental 
action, on the other hand, as lying precisely on the same level and 
being measurable by the same standards. It is a mere truism (or should 
be) that the government which must deal with the good and the evil, 
with the just and the unjust, with saints and sinners, has power and 
authority over the property, the liberty, the bodies, the lives, of men 
far exceeding that of any individual subject or citizen. It does not 
violate the divine injunction not to kill when it decrees and executes 
the sentence of death. And this power of the sword (Rom.13:4) the 
government wields not only within the state in order to restrain the un- 
ruly and the evil, but also against enemies threatening it, and the 
state and the people which it protects, from without. Such powers the 
government has not merely by human right, but also by divine right 
(Rom.13).... Far from violating the law of love, the Christian subject 
and citizen (with others we are not now concerned) fulfils it by serving 
his country and its government against foreign foes. For the govern- 
ment qua government the concept of Christian love does not exist; it is 
actuated, or should be actuated, by such considerations as law, right, 
justice, and the welfare of the nation. If the divine [the minister] whom 
we quote above seriously holds that an attempt to starve a foreign foe 
into submission is a violation of the law of love, logic of the most 
rudimentary sort should have led him to the inescapable conclusion that 
it is equally against the law of love to bomb, bombard, and bayonet an 
enemy into submission and that, in brief, all warfare is a contradiction 
or denial of Christian ethics... . 

“Lest what has been said so far appear to be a mere evasion of the 
question that probably was paramount in the mind of the writers quoted, 
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although they did not bother to analyze their thoughts and feelings suf- 
ficiently to formulate that question, let us put that question for them: 
Can and should the Christian also love the enemies against whom his 
country is warring? Can he love these enemies even while fighting 
them? Paradoxical as it may appear, Yes! The love of all men (‘Thou 
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself’) which is enjoined upon Christians 
is not a sentimental emotion but essentially kindness, pity, sympathy, 
helpfulness. This general duty always remains; but it is in certain 
situations set aside [?] by specific commands and superseded by specific 
duties. All this is so elementary and of such frequent occurrence that 
there is hardly any need of elaboration. Parents who find it necessary 
to rebuke and chastise their children do not love them the less on that 
account. ... It is similar in warfare. The Christian soldier strives to 
play his part courageously and faithfully when serving in the armed 
forces of his country, upheld not only by patriotic devotion to his country 
and obedience to its government, but also by the conviction that he is 
doing the will of God. His patriotic duty as well as his religious duty 
is, for the time being, to fight, to destroy, to kill. That does not mean, 
however, that love has been displaced or replaced by hatred. The Chris- 
tian may hate and detest the policy and the politics of the country that 
is at war with his own country; he may hate, ideally and in the abstract, 
the armed forces of the enemy that are seeking to conquer his country. 
But there is no hatred or rancor in his heart against individual enemies. 
Neither his loyalty nor his obedience to God has need to be reenforced 
by such a base motive. He realizes that the soldiers in the opposing 
forces are doing their duty by their country, even as he is doing his 
duty by his country. It may strike him as being both tragic and ironic 
but a fact nevertheless that in the enemy’s trenches there are probably 
also true Christians who know themselves to be serving God by de- 
fending their country and obeying the constituted authorities that bid 
them go forth to war. Again, it is the moral evil, or sin, that makes 
such things possible; we are living in a wicked world. And be it noted 
that such reflections and convictions do not make the Christian a less 
valiant and reliable defender of his country. Finally, the moment an 
enemy has been eliminated as a danger or a potential danger, the Chris- 
tian will prove that he was not actuated by hatred while doing his 
duty, by meting out the most humane treatment to the helpless, wounded, 
captive foes, so far as he is able to do. We have tried to depict the 
Christian in war and to show that the Christian soldier is not a living 
contradiction of the law of love.... But is not much of what has been 
said a matter of common humanity and ordinary decency rather than 
of Christianity? Common sense tells us that hatred of individual foes 
is neither a necessary nor even a desirable quality in the staunch 
patriot and brave warrior. To sing hymns of hate is not merely a 
negation of Christianity, but is, like most hysterical outbursts, decidedly 
in very bad taste. Chivalrous treatment of a conquered foe, con- 
siderateness, courtesy, kindness toward wounded, captive, helpless 
enemies, why, all this has for ages been a commonplace in the history 
of warfare and in romantic fiction, and it can very well exist without 
specific Christian faith. ... Even the ancient poet Sophocles teaches 
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this truth. Antigone, the noble heroine of the tragedy that bears her 
name, while lamenting the death of her brother in battle against his 
native Thebes, sees nothing unjust or cruel in that death. But when 
Creon would make war upon the dead by subjecting her brother’s corpse 
to the indignity and ignominy of remaining unburied, she rebels against 
the tyrant’s impious decree and answers his callous remark, ‘An enemy 
is hated even in death,’ with the immortal words, ‘Love, and not hatred, 
is the part of me.’” 

“The clear distinction between personal love which as Christians 
we owe to all men (Mark 12:33) and our duty of obeying and serving 
the government, even in the matter of “engaging in just wars and serving 
as soldiers” (Augsb. Conf., Art. XVI), so ably pointed out by Professor 
Hamann, Luther in his own time stressed time and again; and it must 
be emphasized again in our own time, when both fanatic Modernists and 
fanatic Fundamentalists, by an unscriptural pacifism, endeavor to prove 
the sinfulness of all warfare. It is for this reason that we quoted (in 
part) this lucid and elucidating article on an important issue, which 
no doubt may be discussed also in our churches, as the present World 
War is being considered by them. J.T. M. 


Revision of Douay Version. —In America we read: 

In the year 1749 the then existing English translation of the New 
Testament was revised by Bishop Challoner of London. Now, 192 years 
later, there appears another revision of the English text. The modern 
revision, which will be published in May, is the result of five years’ 
work by a committee of the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine, headed 
by Archbishop John T. McNicholas, Archbishop John Gregory Murray, 
and Bishop Edwin O’Hara. In this modernized edition, “Holy Spirit” is 
substituted for “Holy Ghost,” in an effort to render a more exact English 
equivalent of the Latin word “Spiritus.” A closer approach to the 
Hebrew idiom is essayed by changing our Lord’s words to His mother 
at the wedding-feast of Cana from “What is that to Me and to thee?” 
to “What wouldst thou have Me do?” Obsolete forms of the English 
language are discarded in favor of the forms obtaining today. 

The revision puts the Gospel-story into 1941 phraseology. The 
speech is twentieth-century, the story is first-century. Language fre- 
quently changes, the story never changes. The story told by the 1941 
edition is exactly the same story that was told by the Bishop Challoner 
edition, the same story told by the original Saint Jerome edition, the 
same story told by the first Saints Matthew-Mark-Luke-John edition. 
Since the previous revision of the English translation that story has 
been subjected to fiercer attacks than were ever aimed at any other 
story in human history. Between the years 1749 and 1941 the progress 
of scientific research was phenomenal. Voluminous information was 
gathered concerning the times of Christ, the contemporaries of Christ, 
and ‘enemies of the Savior strove to use the fresh knowledge to weaken 
the historicity of the Gospel-story. Each attempt not merely failed to 
shake that story but actually ended up by adding additional confirmation 
to it. Knowledge of the complex forces of nature experienced an enor- 
mous increase during the 1749—1941 period, and foes of the God-man 
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sought to employ this accumulated learning to assail the miracles and 
other features of the Gospel. Every attack petered out in failure. 
In this year of 1941, when mankind knows more about the science of 
history and the laws of nature than it ever knew before, the Gospel- 
story is still going strong. If such multitudes of big-name leaders of 
science, of history, of “liberal theology,” had hurled the concentrated 
and persistent attack on any other book that they hurled at the gospels, 
that book would have been discredited long ago. The volumes of 
Darwin, which at first were heralded as presaging the doom of the 
Bible, were shot down after relatively light scientific fire and are now 
discredited museum pieces. Each decade sees the schools and colleges 
throwing out text-books which but a few years before were considered 
the last word in authority. Only the Gospel-story survives the big 
guns of the critics. After being cannonaded by the world’s heaviest 
critical artillery for twenty centuries, here it is in the year 1941 with- 
out even a scratch. 

In the year 2241 or 2341 the English of the 1941 revision will seem 
quaint to the people of the United States if there is any United States 
at that time. The newspapers will report: “The first revision of the 
English text of the Bible since 1941 appeared yesterday. The new edition 
brings the language up to date, discards the outmoded phraseology 
of 1941.” And then the men, women, and children of that twenty-third 
or twenty-fourth century will read in the language of their day the 
same Gospel-story that has already been told to past eras and that will 
be told to each era of the future down to the very end. — 

This concludes the report in America. Protestants will be eager to 
see whether or not this revision constitutes an improvement in the 
transmission of the doctrinal content of the Holy Scriptures. A. 


Mus der fatholijfden Kirde. Der 1914 verjtorbene Papft Pius X., der 
Papft de3 ,Instaurare omnia in Christo“, ijt auch heute noch Gegenjtand 
groker Verehrung; feine Grabjtatte im PeterSdom erfreut fich jtarferen Be- 
fuch3 al irgendein andereS Papjtgrab. Gchon furg nad feinem Tod erhob 
fich im fatholijcen Bolf der Wunfch nach feiner Heiligiprechung. %us allen 
Didgzefen famen Antrage dagu an die Nurie. Mun Hat dieje felbjt einen 
erjten Schritt gur Cinleitung de3 amtlicen Verfahrens getan. Wm 12. Moz 
vember 1940 hat eine Plenarfigung der Ritenfongregation die Unterjuchung 
der Schriften Pius’ X. angeordnet. Cine joldhe Anordnung wird nicht ge- 
troffen, wenn nicht fcon aus vorliegenden Gutachten der Betweis erbracht 
worden ijt, DaR DdDiefe Schriften nichts enthalten, was einer Heiligipredung 
im Wege ftehen fonnte, daR fie vielmehr einer folchen forderlich find. Des 
halb nennt da8 papftliche Tagesorgan diejen Vorgang ein hichjt verheifungs- 
volles Beichen, da3 bei allen Glaubigen gqroge Freude auslojen twerde. 

(Wg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchengeitung) 

Vatifanftadt. Geit cinigen Monaten ijt man mit der griimdliden Durdh- 
forjchung der fogenannten Batifanijden Grotten (da ijt, der Getvdlbe unter 
der PeterSkirde) befchaftigt. Der jebige Bau fteht befanntlic) auf den 
Triimmern der erften, im Yahre 500 abgebrodenen Bafjilifa. Riirglic jind 
die Raume gedffnet toorden, in denen gur Zeit Micdjelangelos die Vauarbeiter 
den Ralf often; der Ralf ijt nod fo erhalten, al ob er nur wenige Ponate 
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dort lagerte. Ferner hat man Ynjchriften und Kobhlengeichnungen der Wr- 
beiter freigelegt, die um 500 Fundament gefdafft haben. Der bemerfens- 
wertefte Fund ijt wohl ein Stiic von der Mtauer des Birfus Neros, auf dem 
die erjte PeterSkirche erricdjtet worden war. Unter andern wird aud) nad 
dem verfdollenen Grab Paleftrinas gefucht. (Wig. Cv.-Luth. Kirchengeitung.) 

Brief Items.— Reno is known as the oasis of divorce-seekers. It is 
likewise notorious for the great number of marriages entered upon there. 
Its population is 21,000, and in 1940 18,913 marriage licenses were issued 
there. The Living Church (Protestant Episcopal) speaks of the batting 
average of ministers performing the marriages in that busy matrimonial 
center. “High ranking minister was a Methodist, with 1,702, but he was 
closely followed by a Baptist, with 1,496, and a Presbyterian, with 1,052. 
Highest Episcopalian was the rector of our Trinity parish, with 172 — 
far down the list.” Is “scandalous” too strong a word to apply to the 
conduct of these marrying parsons? 


Bishop Ingley (Protestant Episcopal) of Colorado recently stated, 
according to the Christian Century (undenominational): “There are a 
few naive souls who think the main difficulty with the world consists in 
the fact that three harsh and cruel dictators roam about seeking whom 
they may devour. I do not believe it. Let judgment begin with our- 
selves.” The Christian Century adds: “He referred to an ‘unconverted 
church and the weakness and indifference of church-members.’” He is 
undoubtedly right. 


Bishop Henry St.George Tucker of the Episcopal Church received 
the Masonic Medal for Distinguished Achievement. This is the highest 


Masonic honor and was conferred on the presiding bishop at the meeting 
of the Grand Lodge of the New York State. — What a pity! 


Do Jews attend religious services in their synagogs? An exchange 
says that according to Jewish authorities only 25 per cent. of Jews visit 
their synagogs even on the highest holy days. 


The Ohio Synod of the United Lutheran Church has just won 
a case of more than casual interest in the Court of Appeals in Franklin 
County, O. After meeting specified stipulations, the synod was denied 
a permit to build in Upper Arlington, a churchless residential suburb 
of Columbus, because of zoning restrictions. The Court of Appeals 
reversed a lower court, which sustained village officials in refusing the 
permit. There is a possibility that the case will be carried to the 
Supreme Court of Ohio, but as it now stands, the constitutionality of 
an ordinance, the purpose of which is to dissociate houses of worship 
from residential areas, is called into question. — Christian Century. 


One fifth of the Catholic population of the United States is of Polish 
extraction, and sermons in the Polish language are delivered weekly 
in almost 800 parishes in America. The Catholic clergy who deliver 
these sermons wish to raise the standard of their sacred eloquence as 
well as to prevent the sorrow of their people over Poland’s brutal 
invasion from degenerating into hopeless bitterness. This was the 
inspiration of the Homiletic Convention held by the Polish parishes of 
America.— America (Rom. Cath.). 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Light from Bible Prophecy, as Related to the Present Crisis. By Louis 
S. Bauman, D.D. Fleming H. Revell Company. 169 pages, 544x744. 
Price, $1.00. 

The only reason why we review this chiliastic writing in our 
MonrTHLY is because it brings out so clearly the pernicious nature of 
millennialism. The harm of chiliasm is that it turns the Christian hope 
away from the heavenly heritage to earthly expectations and changes 
the spiritual glory of the Church into a glory of this world. For in- 
stance, when “the Prince of Peace shall mount His throne in David's 
royal city, ‘nations shall learn war no more’” (p.102). The spiritual 
peace Jesus gained for us is changed into an earthly peace. And in 
line with this the “battle of Armageddon” is not the onslaught of the 
powers of darkness against the Gospel but an earthly warfare, in which 
“the nations of the earth will go forward to carry out a program which 
is even now the program of the German Fuehrer — the extermination 
of the Jews.... On they will roll and fly and march — tanks and planes 
and men—to the walls of Jerusalem” (pp. 164,166). “Look up and lift 
up your heads” (Luke 21:25-31) means that “Christ, on His great white 
charger, shall ride forth” to restore Palestine to Israel and rule in glory 
for a thousand years (pp. 95,107,119). Our book distinguishes between 
the Gospel of the Kingdom and the Gospel of grace. “The ‘Gospel of 
the Kingdom’ has not to do with the testimony as to the grace of God, ... 
but it has to do with the ‘return’ of Christ to ‘build again the Taber- 
nacle of David.’” (P.126.) It is subversive of Christianity to set another 
gospel beside the Gospel of grace. Our book closes with this paragraph: 
“When the smoke of that battle’ (Armageddon) “rolls off the field, 
then ‘shall the Sun of Righteousness arise’ over the earth” (our italics) 
“‘with healing in His wings’; ‘and the ransomed of the Lord shall return 
and come to Zion with songs and everlasting joy upon their heads.’ 
Hallelujah! Amen!” 

Not one word here—or in the entire book— about the hope and 
bliss of heaven. What the Chiliasts are concerned with is the glory of 
the Millennium. A Lutheran theologian of Germany has said: “Weil 
ihre (der Chiliasten) Christenhoffnung sich im tausendjaehrigen Reich 
befriedigt, schweigen sie des regnum gloriae, weil sie keinen Inhalt fuer 
denselben behalten.” 

Who is the Antichrist? “Adolf Hitler is not the Antichrist. When 
the Anti-Christ comes, the Jews will hail him as their Messiah. Can 
any one conceive of the Jews receiving Adolf Hitler as their Messiah?” 
It might be Mussolini. But “prior to the rapture of the saints to meet the 
Lord in the air no man can be pointed out as the Antichrist with any 
degree of certainty.” But “it will be the last of the Roman Caesars.” 
(Pp. 18, 47, 67, 112.) 
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Some more chiliastic monstrosities: “Gog” (Ezek.38:2) is Russia. 
“All thine army, horses, and horsemen,” v.4. “And ‘Gog’ (Russia) has 
far more horse fiesh at his command than any other nation in the 
world.” (P.44f.) “The seventh-day Sabbath is a ‘perpetual covenant’ 
between Jehovah and the sons of Jacob. Count ‘a thousand years as 
one day,’ says Peter. ... Now, if Israel’s rest day is the seventh day 
and is a day of one thousand years, then the six days that must precede 
the seventh day logically must be days of equal duration — therefore, six 
thousand years. ... Six thousand years man has been given on this 
earth to accomplish his work. The seventh is the Lord’s rest —the 
millennium.” (P.98.) “‘Deutschland ueber alles’—a dream. A satanic 
kingdom is to arise within the permissive will of God that will be for 
‘one hour’ (Rev.17:12) ‘ueber alles’ (Rev.13:7).” (P.65.) Who is “the 
king of the South” (Dan. 11:40), who will win the battle of Armageddon, 
the last world war? “Only Great Britain, in these last days, can fit 
into the picture. ... And, of course, in the Biblical picture we must 
include the allies of Britain.” (P.149f.) After the Jewish mass migra- 
tion to Palestine “instead of the Yiddish the ancient Hebrew was 
prattled by the little children on the streets. It was written: ‘Then 
will I turn to the people a pure language’ (Zeph.3:9). With Jehovah 
there is only one earthly language that is pure—the Hebrew. Verily, 
the fig-tree is budding.” (P.106.) “‘“The chariots shall rage in the 
streets; they shall justle one against another in the broad ways’ (Nahum 
2:3,4). The simplest child, reading these words, would have but one 
vision — the automobile. And these ‘chariots of flaming torches’ are 
converted into implements of war. ... “They shall justle one against 
another.’ Go look at your fenders!” (P.128.) —We cannot understand 
why a journal like the Sunday-School Times would publish the series 
of articles which make up this book. And why its editor, C.G. Trumbull, 
would, in the Introduction, call this delirium chiliasticum “invaluable 
contributions.” Tu. ENGELDER 


Hurlbut’s Story of the Bible. The Complete Bible Story, Running from 
Genesis to Revelation, Told in the Simple Language of Today for 
Young and Old. By Jesse Lyman Hurlbut, D.D. 731 pages, 
6834. John C. Winston Co., Philadelphia, Pa. 

Most of our readers are familiar with the Egermeier Bible Story 
Book, which has found such favorable reception in our circles, being 
used in particular for children of the junior age. The present book ad- 
dresses itself to somewhat older children, of the preconfirmation age. 
It contains 168 stories, taken from the entire Bible and chosen with skill 
for this particular age level, and even for older children and adults. 
Generally speaking, the book may be recommended, especially for use 
in summer-schools and Saturday-schools. The trained teacher may want 
to omit certain stories which have little doctrinal content. The present 
printing represents a very decided step forward in this particular book, 
and the publishers and the editors have promised to change a number 
of inaccuracies, such as that pertaining to the daily service of the chil- 
dren of Israel (Lesson 28) and the alleged drunkenness of the sons of 
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Aaron (Lesson 29). We have also pointed out to the publishers the 
weakness of the sections on the Messianic prophecies and have received 
the assurance that this feature will be corrected in keeping with the 
requirements of the text and the New Testament fulfilment. 
P. E. KRETZMANN 
When God Gave Easter. By Gerhard E.Lenski. Augsburg Publishing 
House, Minneapolis, 1941. 134 pages, 542x7%. Price, $1.00. 


Windows that Let In the Light. By Dallas C.Baer. Zondervan Pub- 
lishing House, Grand Rapids. 132 pages, 54271. Price, $1.00. 

The Rev. G. E. Lenski is pastor of Grace Lutheran Church at Wash- 
ington, D.C. He states that the Easter sermons contained in this volume 
were prepared in haste but well received, and he presents them to 
brother pastors as an aid in the rigors of the Easter season. The ser- 
monic method is modern, charged with quotation, setting forth an idea 
rather than expounding a text. There is much concession to the presence 
of such in the audience to whom the Church must take its first approach; 
doubtless the day and the place foster such expedients. But witness is 
borne to the cardinal truths of Easter in every instance. A more 
homogeneous congregation, doctrinally speaking, would, however, expect 
this testimony to appear more explicitly. 

Pastor Dallas C. Baer of Trinity Lutheran Church of Selinsgrove, Pa., 
offers a collection of twelve sermons on the parables. “The writer has 
felt no obligation to explain every detail of each parable but has confined 
his interpretations to the things about which he feels reasonably sure in 
his own mind, always, of course, seeking the enlightenment and help of 
the Holy Spirit.” To this sensible hermeneutical principle the author 
has, we believe, been quite true, and his sermons are well done. They 
are particularly good in setting forth a strong feeling of authentic life 
background, in keeping with the origin of the parables, and in em- 
phasizing the central purpose of each parable. While we should differ 
in some details from these central interpretations, we find the approach 
as stimulating as the conclusions.— Not all of the poetical quotations 
seem felicitously chosen, and they are rather abundant. 

RicHARD R. CAEMMERER 
Three Centuries of American Hymnody. By Henry Wilder Foote. Har- 
vard University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 418 pages. Price, $4.00. 

Henry Wilder Foote, Unitarian minister in Belmont, Massachusetts, 
chairman of the Unitarian Commission on Hymns and Services and 
secretary of the editorial committee for the Unitarian New Hymn and 
Tune Book, 1941, in this volume presents the most comprehensive study 
of American hymnody that has yet been published, at least to our 
knowledge. As every one else must do who works in this field, he 
acknowledges his indebtedness to Julian’s great Dictionary of Hymnology 
and Louis F.Benson’s masterly work The English Hymn. The chapter 
heads are: I. The Heritage of English Psalmody; II. The Reign of the 
Bay Psalm Book; II. The revival of Singing in Eighteenth-Century 
New England; IV. The Early Hymns and Tunes of the German Settlers 
in Pennsylvania; . The Translation from Psalmody to Hymnody; VI. The 
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Opening of a New Era, 100—1830; VII. The Mid-Century Flood Tide, 
1831—1865; VIII. Hymns of the Last Third of the Nineteenth Century, 
1866—1900; IX. Hymns of the Twentieth Century; X. Retrospect and 
Prospect; Appendix A: The Controversy over the Practice of “Lining- 
Out” the Psalms; Appendix B: The Controversy at South Braintree over 
“Regular Singing.” 

The author deals ably with his subject, but for some reason which 
this reviewer has been unable to understand he pays little or no atten- 
tion to the influence of Lutheran hymnody on the churches of our land. 
Except for the chapter on early hymns and tunes of the German 
settlers in Pennsylvania he mentions the Lutheran hymn and a few of 
the great Lutheran hymnists only incidentally, and unless we have over- 
looked some minor reference, he does not refer to a single English 
Lutheran hymnal, except Paul Henkel’s Church Hymn-Book. This is 
a serious deficiency in the volume. Let readers consider the fact that 
the Lutheran Church is the third-largest Protestant body in our land; 
that it has been here since early Colonial times; that it has made and 
is making very definite contributions to our American hymnody through 
translations from the German, Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Slovak, 
Bohemian, and other languages as well as an increasing number of 
original hymns in the language of our country; that the American Lu- 
theran hymnals for church and Sunday-school have been distributed in 
our country in millions of copies during the last century in particular, — 
all these factors cannot well be ignored. Had Dr. Foote chosen to include 
an evaluation of the Lutheran contribution to American hymnody in 
his book, we can assure him that it would have been very welcome to 
many students of American hymnody. 

That Dr. Foote did not pass over the Lutheran contribution because 
much of it is in the field of translation is evident from the fact that he 
himself takes D. R. Breed (History and Use of Hymns and Hymn 
Tunes) to task for calling the large preponderance of translations during 
the nineteenth century a sign of decadence and states pointedly: “And 
this from a teacher of hymnody, writing about a half-century notably 
marked by a ‘fresh outpouring of the Holy Spirit’ in song, and which 
saw the introduction of the hymns of Whittier, Longfellow, Hosmer, 
Phillips Brooks, Washington Gladden, and a host of others of whose very 
existence he was apparently ignorant! And most lovers of hymnody 
would regard the translations of German, Latin, and other hymns as an 
enrichment of our hymn-books rather than as a mark of decadence. 
They are one aspect of the immensely wider range of hymnody available 
today as compared with the very narrow limits of the field a century 
and a half ago. This enlarging inclusiveness, with a steady winnowing- 
out of outworn and anachronistic religious verse, has gone steadily on 
in the twentieth century, until it becomes increasingly true that ‘in the 
hymn-book is the true key to the doctrine of the communion of saints, 
for here the saintly ones of all ages meet in their saintliest moods.” 

In spite of this unfortunate passing over of the Lutheran contribu- 
tion to American hymnody we warmly recommend this volume to all 
who are interested in the hymnody of our country. W.G.Potack 
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The Lutheran Church in Colonial America. By Lars P. Qualben. 
Thomas Nelson and Sons, New York. 320 pages. Price, $2.00. 


Dr. Lars P. Qualben, whose History of the Christian Church has be- 
come a widely used text-book in church history in our country, has 
now also given us an excellent history of the early Lutheran Church 
in our country. It happens to be a timely volume. The war in Europe 
and our nation’s relation to it seems to have moved some people to 
question the loyalty of the Lutherans, as so many are of German ancestry, 
and this volume will help to show the uninformed that the Lutheran 
Church, which is the third largest Protestant body in America, is no 
foreign Church, that it has its roots deep in the Colonial period, and that 
Lutherans played a not unimportant part in laying the foundations of 
our country, even as they have ever since helped to build our nation 
and to foster its highest ideals. 


Dr. Qualben presents his material in three parts, as follows: 
I. The American Lutheran Ancestry 
II. Lutherans in Colonial Days, 1492—1763 


III. Lutherans and the Establishment of the American Nation, 
1763—89 


In the first chapter the eminent author very ably summarizes the 
European background of Lutheranism, which is so essential to a proper 
understanding of the transplantation and the development of Luther- 
anism on American soil. In the second chapter we have a detailed ac- 
count of the early Lutheran settlements in South and North America, 
together with an account of the settlements of other Protestant groups, 
so that the readers obtain a comprehensive view of the Colonial Church 
scene. The story is carried through to the American Revolution and in- 
cludes such phases of interest as the training of a native clergy, early 
Lutheran education, Lutherans in Canada, the founding of the first 
Lutheran synods, etc. This is by far the best presentation of this 
material that we have yet found in any one volume. In the third chapter 
the author shows the Church during the establishment of the American 
nation, the Revolutionary period, and the years immediately following, 
in which he again presents the story of the Lutheran Church, not as 
an isolated development, but with the background of the other re- 
ligious groups and the economic and political conditions. 


Besides a fine index there are the following appendices: 

I. The Constitution of the First Lutheran Synod in America (this is 
the synod founded by Berkenmeyer and his associates in 1735). It is 
the translation of the Dutch version by Dr. Karl Kretzmann of Orange, 
N.J., and first appeared in the Concordia Historical Institute Quarterly, 
Vol. IX, Nos.1 and 3. 

II. Zinzendorf versus Muhlenberg. This is a translation of Muhlen- 
berg’s account of the historic meeting between these two men, taken 
from Mann’s Life and Times of Henry Melchior Muhlenberg. 

Ill. The Liturgy of 1748. 

IV. Constitution of St. Michael’s Church Philadelphia, 1762. 
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V. Constitution of the Ministerium (Pennsylvania) of the Evangel- 
ical Lutheran Church of North America in Force in 1781. We need add 
nothing concerning the value and importance of having these documents 
included in this volume. 

Among the many other interesting items in the volume we would 
direct attention to only one more. In his discussion of the general 
support which the Lutherans gave to George Washington in the struggle 
for liberty he presents the position taken by Henry Melchior Muhlen- 
berg in support of the Revolution, on the basis of Martin Luther’s view 
on armed resistance as it had been shaped when Luther gave his con- 
sent to the formation of the Smalcald League. Luther argued thus: 
“The princes and the free cities constituted the government to which 
the Christians concerned owed their allegiance. The emperor was elected 
by the princes, not by God; and the princes had a right to depose the 
emperor if he violated their rights. The relation between the princes 
and the emperor was a political question, which the jurists, not the 
theologians, should decide. The Christians were in duty bound to take 
up arms in defense of their princes when these were unlawfully as- 
saulted.” Muhlenberg argued “that the relation between England and 
the Colonial governments was a relation similar to that of the emperor 
and the princes and the free cities in the time of Luther. Hence, when 
these governments found it necessary to declare their independence, it 
was the duty of Christian colonists to support these Colonial govern- 
ments even to the point of war.” W. G. Potack 


Russellism Exposed. By Paul Edward Hewitt. Zondervan Publishing 
House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 60 pages, 734x5%. Paper cover. 
Price, 35 cts. 

The most pernicious heresies of Jehovah’s Witnesses are set forth 
in short, pithy sentences, and every statement is supported by documen- 
tary evidence. There are over 600 references, in this little brochure, to 
the writings of Russell and Rutherford. The author’s refutation is con- 
vincing and Scriptural, excepting where his presentation is colored by 
his premillennialism. F. E. Mayer 


The Incomparable Book. By Newman Watts. American Tract Society, 
New York. 250 pages, 734x5%. Price, $1.50. 

The author, a well-known journalist of London, discusses the Bible 
as a book of human interest, literary grandeur, sublime influence, perfect 
unity, amazing accuracy, and remarkable experience. Scientists, arche- 
ologists, historians, educators, are brought in as witnesses against the 
unbeliever’s objections to the divine character of the Bible. The author 
makes an earnest plea to our generation to read the Bible as God’s in- 
spired Word and the inerrant record of divine revelation. The pastor 
will find much material for apologetics. What makes the Bible the “in- 
comparable” book is the revelation of God’s plan of salvation through 
Christ Jesus. This theme does not receive the emphasis which we ex- 
pected on the basis of the title. F. E. Mayer 
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Calvinism. An Interpretation of Its Basic Ideals. Vol. I. By H. Henry 
Meeter. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 235 
pages, 542x8. Price, $2.00. 


Ph. Schaff says of John Calvin: “He belongs to the small number of 
men who have exerted a molding influence not only upon their own 
age and country, but also upon future generations in various parts of 
the world; and not only upon the Church, but indirectly also upon the 
political, moral, and social life.” (Creeds of Christendom, I, 445.) 
Dr. Meeter, professor of Bible and Calvinism at Calvin College in Grand 
Rapids, traces the theological and political implications of Calvin’s mate- 
rial principle. The book, very interestingly written, clearly shows that 
Calvinism is still a potent factor in the theological thinking of the modern 
Protestant and that many present-day political, economic, moral, and 
social ideologies are predicated on Calvin’s Weltanschauung. Dr. Meeter, 
an ardent and consistent Calvinist, remains fairly objective in his presen- 
tation of the manifold implications of Calvinism and their effect on the 
social thinking of the nations where Calvinism has been the predominant 
theology. He retains the judgment of historians that Calvin’s basic 
premise is “the absolute sovereignty of God in the natural and moral 
spheres.” (P.31.) He had defended this thesis in an earlier volume, 
The Fundamental Principle of Calvinism. In the opening chapter of the 
present volume he shows clearly that the Neo-Calvinists of Continental 
Europe are engaged in a hopeless undertaking when they try to prove 
that Calvin’s material principle is the doctrine of justification. The 
Calvinist Meeter cannot accept the Lutheran articulus stantis et cadentis 
ecclesiae; for in his opinion a theology which concerns itself first and 
foremost with answering the question, What must I do to be saved? is 
essentially anthropocentric, since it concerns itself with the needs of man. 
(P.67.) Unfortunately the Calvinist forgets that the Lutheran answer 
to man’s most important question is definitely Christocentric. Meeter 
must also rule the doctrine of predestination out as the basic principle 
of theology, for this doctrine concerns itself with what will become of 
man, more specifically with fallen man, and leaves out of consideration 
God’s dealing with the entire universe. (P.34.) He finds in Calvin’s 
theocentric principle the only way in which life can be viewed as an 
integrated unit, in which every action, whether it is intellectual, moral, 
spiritual, or social, economic, industrial, political, is brought into a har- 
monious whole for the glory of God. “The whole of nature and all of 
life becomes a sacred court wherein the Calvinist honors God.” (P. 40.) 
We agree that it is impossible for the Christian to compartmentalize his 
activities, to atomize his ethics, or to fix a relative standard of behavior 
for various and varying life situations. The basic difference between the 
Lutheran and the Calvinistic Weltanschauung, however, lies in the 
motive for the Christian’s action, the former viewing sanctification as 
an expression of gratitude for God’s infinite love in Christ, the latter 
emphasizing the submission of all creation to the sovereign will of God. 
The one-sided emphasis of God’s sovereignty controls the Calvinist’s 
thinking in every area of human activity, whether it is the individual’s 
relation to God or the relation of one nation to the other. The Cal- 
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vinist’s view concerning the Bible, faith, morals, is dominated by his 
basic principle. According to Meeter, Calvin holds that God has given 
direction not only for our moral conduct, but that He also controls our 
thinking in the fields of science, art, home-making, business, society, 
government. All such direction is found in the Bible. God’s attributes 
and man’s duty toward God could have been learned from nature if sin 
had not distorted nature. Since man can no longer read God’s thoughts 
in nature, therefore God gave the Bible “as a corrective of the false 
impressions made by nature in its present distorted form.” (P.41.) The 
Bible now has become “the absolute rule before which man must bow 
unfailingly” (p. 43) in every sphere of human activity, including, for 
example, also the affairs of our political life (p.96). On the basis of the 
Biblical account of Israel’s theocracy Calvinism holds that it is “the duty 
of the government to enact such regulations as will bring about better 
conditions for all men.” (P.130.) Meeter believes that the constitutional 
form of government is God’s will. He proves this on this basis, that the 
Presbyterian form of church government (the teaching and the ruling 
elders represent God and the laity, respectively) is iure divino and 
therefore the model which the state must follow. (P.120f.) In our 
opinion two basic errors underlie the Calvinistic system as interpreted 
by Meeter. Assigning to the Bible such an authoritarian position in 
legislating every detail of our life reduces the Bible to a “paper pope.” 
The legalistic character of Calvinism becomes evident throughout Meeter’s 
book. The second basic error of Calvinism is enthusiasm. Calvin makes 
such a distinction between the sovereign God and finite man that any 
good can be done in man only through God’s irresistible power (p. 64), 
“coming directly to the soul, so that he cannot refuse to believe the 
Bible” (p.54). Whatever man does in any sphere of activity is the 
direct result of God’s grace. The Calvinist is therefore compelled to 
distinguish between “special” grace, which brings man to faith and which 
is restricted to the elect, and “common” grace, which is God’s love to 
man as a creature (p.75) and according to which “God’s Holy Spirit 
leads men to higher levels in science, art, and culture” (p.77). Meeter 
devotes about 50 pages to the problems of internationalism, war, con- 
scientious objectors, and similar questions interpreted in the light of 
Calvin. We heartily recommend the entire volume as a very enlighten- 
ing interpretation of Calvinism. F. E. Mayer 
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